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Current Topics. 


New Trustee Stock, 

WE PRINT elsewhere a notice under the Colonial Stock Act, 
1900, the effect of which is that New South Wales Government 
1} per cent. Inscribed Stock (1922-27) becomes a trust investment. 


Cotton Contraband, 
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as 
1 at present no formal declaration of cotton 

contraband, but statements which have been 
passed for publication by the Censor, both the French and 
British Governments propose at once to declare cotton absolute 
contraband, and the sary steps to that end are about to 
be taken. We have triéd from time to time to keep cur readers 
informed as to the course of events which have led up to the 
ituation and the international law which governs the 
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satisfied. Moreover, as far as neutral countries are concerned, 
a declaration of contraband affects them no more than the 
present blockade ; the traffic with them can only be interfered 
with when, on the ‘‘ continuous voyage ’’ doctrine, it is des- 
tined for Germany, and whether in any particular case Great 
Britain can treat the cargo as so destined will remain one of 
the practical difficulties of the situation. 


The Narrow Seas, 

A SUGGESTION for getting over the cotton difficulty is made 
by a correspondent—(Quattuor Muaria—writing to the Saturday 
Review of 14th August, which is interesting historically, 
although, of course, hopelessly impracticable. He sees that the 
declaration of cotton as contraband will be no guarantee that it 
will not get to Germany, for its passage to neutral countries 
will still be free and it can then only be intercepted on the 
doctrine of “continuous voyage”—a doctrine which, as pointed 
out above, is not free from difficulty. But (Quattuor Maria re- 
members that there was once a time when the seas bordering on 
Britain were claimed as British property, and if this claim, which 
“the pusillanimity or the suicidal pacifieism of several genera- 
tions” has allowed “ to fall into something approaching oblivion,” 
could be revived, there would be an end of the cotton difficulty. 
“ With the narrow seas once more claimed, and effectively claimed 
by us as the territorial appanage of England, we could, without 
derogating from International Law, deal with cotton— 
or* anything else—outside the ports of Holland or 
outside the entrance to the Baltic in accordance with the 
domestic laws of the United Kingdom. We could frame those 
laws to suit our own convenience; but the fact that we are 
English affords a solid guarantee that we should frame them in 
a spirit of equity, and that we should make no tyrannous use of 
our strength.” This would no doubt be excellent but for the 
fact that it ie some centuries out of date. The “closed sea” 
doctrine appealed in the Middle Ages to all nations who had 
any seas which they could plausibly appropriate. Venice took 
the Adriatic; Denmark nee Sweden shared the Baltic; and 
England claimed as her particular property all the seas now 
declared a war area by Germany and a good deal more ; indeed, 
the whole stretch of sea from the North Cape to Cape Finisterre ; 
while Spain and Portugal annexed generally the newly discovered 
oceans of the world. In opposition to these national claims 
arose the struggle for the open sea which began in literature 
with Grortius’s “ Mare Liberum” in 1609, and which SeLpEN 
tried to defeat with his ‘Mare Clausum,” written in 1618, but 
not published till 1650. But Grortius, though unable at once to 
overcome national prejudices, had time on his side, and in the 18th 
century he was followed by other eminent writers; and Great 
Britain, which, after the substance of her claim to the “ British 
Seas” had gone, still insisted on the salute due to her flag, 
dropped even this a century ago and adopted her present doctrine 
of freedom of the seas. All territorial claims were finally 
abandoned in the course of the Behring Sea arbitration which 
concluded in 1893. It is, therefore, a little hopeless for the 
Saturday Keview correspondent to pose as a latter-day SELDEN and 
invoke the Mare Clausum doetrine as a ground for extending, in 
effect, the recent Order in Council, and forbidding all traffic to 
Sweden and Denmark except such as, on equitable grounds, 
Great Britain chooses to allow. There is the further Sitficulty 
that neutral nations are not so easy to convince of British equity, 
but into that we need not go. 


Stamped Duty on Indorsed Receipts. 

THE CIRCUMSTANCES undér which a discharge of a mortgage 
by indorsed receipt will escape ad valorem duty have frequently 
been the subject of discussion, and it is interesting to note 
that at Somerset House a more liberal view of the exemp- 
tion seems now to be taken than has recently been supposed. 
A second mortgage was indorsed with a receipt for the prin- 
cipal sum expressed to be ‘‘in full discharge of all principal 
moneys and interest secured by and all claims and demands 
under ’’ the mortgage ; and this has just’ been adjudicated duty 
free. The words of the receipt are those given in the form in 
Key and Elphinstone (5th ed., 1897, Vol. II., p. 242), and in 


a note it was pointed out that there must be no words of 
release, for these would attract ad valorem duty. In the next 
edition (1899, Vol. II., p. 248) the form was altered by 
omitting the words ‘‘ and all claims and demands under,’’ and 
the note excluded words both of release and discharge. 
Obviously it was thought that the omitted words might operate 
as a discharge of the mortgage, so as to attract the duty. And 
the same caution has been observed since. In the last edition 
(10th, Vol. IT., p. 257), the receipt is ‘‘ for the sum of £ , 
being the full amount of all principal moneys and interest 
@ecured by the within-written ’’ mortgage. The word “‘ costs ’’ 
is omitted, so as to bring the receipt within exemp- 
tion (11) under ‘‘ Receipts’? in the Stamp Act, 1891. 
Meanwhile, the efficacy of a mere receipt in avoiding ad 
valorem duty has been affirmed by Firth d& Sons yv. Inland 
Revenue Commissioners (1904, 2 K. B. 205), though that case 
seems to favour the view of the learned editors of ‘‘ K. & E.”’ 
that there must be no words of discharge. The word “‘ dis- 
charge ’’ (in the heading ‘‘ Reconveyance’’ in the Schedule) 
means, it was said, ‘‘ nota document which is evidence of a pre- 
vious discharge, but a document which in itself actually dis- 
charges the obligation.’’ When a receipt in discharge is given, 
it may be a question whether the security is got rid of merely 
by the payment of the money or by the word “ discharge,”’ 
especially when that extends to “ all claims and demands ”’ ; 
and the books—perhaps erring by excess of caution—have 
assumed that it is the word ‘‘ discharge’’ which is operative, 
and that ad valorem duty is attracted. A note to the last 
Prideaux (2Ist ed., 1913, Vol. I., p. 1007) says: ‘‘Tf, 
however, the receipt contains any such words as ‘in dis- 
charge’ the ad valorem duty is required,” and reference is 
made to Alpe (12th ed., p. 183), and Highmore (3rd 
ed., p. 244); though, in fact, the particular point does not 
seem to be dealt with in Alpe. Looking at the matter on 
principle, the word “‘ discharge ’’ is apparently superfluous, 
since the receipt discharges the mortgage, and this is the view 
which seems now to be taken at Somerset House ; though since 
official views are liable to change, it will still be prudent to 
use the later and more cautious form in the books. 


Evidence of Similar Acts in Criminal Cases. 


THE MODERN tendency of our criminal jurisprudence to interpret 
in a broad, rather than in a narrow, spirit the somewhat artificial 
rules which govern admissibility of evidence is well illustrated by 
the decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal in Smith’s appeal 
(reported elsewhere). Everyone knows that the Crown offered 
against SMITH evidence — that, on two occasions subsequent 
to that which was the subject of the indictment, he had contracted 
bigamous marriages with women of property who had 
been found drowned immediately after the wedding in circum- 
stances which in every case bore a strong resemblance. There 
is no doubt that, but for this evidence, no jury would have con- 
victed the prisoner. Is sueh evidence legally admissible, and if 
so, on what ground? Now, prior to the year 1893 we fancy 
it is almost certain that an English Judge trying such a case at 
nisi prius would have refused to receive the evidence. But in 
that year the Judicial Committee held that, where two prisoners 
accused of murdering adopted children had previously adopted 
other children who had disappeared, and been found buried in 
the garden of houses temporarily occupied by the prisoners, 
these previous circumstances were relevant and admissible 
(Makin vy. Attorney-General of New South Wales, 1893, A. C. 57). 
There was, indeed, old common law authority for the admission 
of evidence in such cases, but the practice of the ninteenth 
century had been to limit as much as possible the class of cases 
where such evidence could be relied on. Makin’s case was followe: 
thirteen years later by Bray, J., in 2. v. Bond (1906, 2 K. B. 389), 
who explained the principle governing such cases in a judgment 
quoted with high approval by the House of Lords in the cele- 
brated incest case of R. v. Ball (1911, A.C. 57). He shewea 
that evidence of previous similar acts by the prisoner is relevant 
in three rather different classes of cases : (1) ye ge that he has 





practised a guilty system of conduct, (2) to rebut the plea that 
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an untoward event has a accidentally, and (3) to prove 
guilty knowledge of some fact on his part. In Bond's case the 


‘prisoner was indicted for feloniously using instruments to 


procure miscarriage, and the evidence held to be admissible was 
that nine months previously he had acted in the same way 
towards another woman admittedly with an intent forbidden by 
law. But Smith's case was distinguished from the preceding 
leading cases in two ways; the similar acts relied on were 
subsequent, not previous, to that referred to in the indictment, and 
there could be no doubt that, but for them, the case against him 
would have been one of mere suspicion only. Of course, there 
is no logical reason why “ subsequent ” acts should not be relied on 
to prove a system of conduct, and indeed they are not infrequently 
relied on in practice. And certainly the case against SMITH, 
even without the evidence in dispute, amounted to a primi facie 
case against him; it threw the burden of offering an explana- 
tion upon him. It is not surprising, then, that the Court of 
Criminal Appeal held the evidence to be admissible. But the wider 
point, as to whether or not evidence of “similar acts” can be 
offered by the Crown before a priméd facie case has been made 
out by the prisoner, was left undecided by the Court, so that 
the decision is not so useful as it might have been. It is 
hardly necessary to add that the case strongly illustrates the 
necessity for the rule which has in recent times been adopted. 


Insurance Against Loss of Licences. 


AT FIRST sight it is very difficult to reconcile the decision 
just given by Asrpury, J., in Wooton vy. Lichfield Brewery 
Co. (Times, 11th July) with that of Lord ALVERSTON# in Villiams 
v. Lassell & Sharman (Limited) (1906, 22 T. L. R. 443). In the 
latter case, which was decided before the Licensing Act, 1904, 
came into force, and therefere before any statutory right to 
compensation had been conferred on a licensee deprived of his 
licence on the ground of redundancy, justices bad refused to 
renew the licence of a public-house because it was not required 
by the necessities of the neighbourhood. The lessee of the 
licensed premises had covenanted to insure against loss or for- 
feiture od the licence in the sum of £400. He, in fact, did effect 
an insurance, but excluded from the policy loss on account of 
redundancy. Lord ALVERSTONE held that loss on this account 
came within the term “loss or forfeiture,” that there had been 
a breach in failing to insure against it, and that the lessor was 
entitled to damages. Now, in MWooton v. Lichfield Brewery Co. 
(supra), the circumstances were in substance the same as those in 
the former case ; the lessee had covenanted to insure against loss 
or forfeiture in the sum of £650, and had omitted to insure 
against loss by “redundancy.” But in //coton’s case the covenant 
was entered into after the passing of the Act of 1904 
had given to all parties interested in the licensed 
premises a right to compensation if the licence is taken 
away for redundancy. This, in Mr. Justice AsTBuRY’s view, 
made a difference, and he held that the lessor could recover 
nothing under his covenant, and this on two grounds. In the 
first place, the parties must have contemplated the existence of 
statutory compensation in the event of loss by redundaney and 
therefore did not intend the words “ loss or forfeiture” to cover 
it. But surely, when a term in a conveyance has received judi 
cial interpretation, it is going very far to give it a different 
meaning because the enactment of a statute has made the old 
meaning appear unreasonable or inequitable. Again, his lord- 
ship treated the covenant to insure as a contraet of indemnity, 
so that the plaintiff could only recover loss actually sustained by 
him—which, in view of the statutory right to compensation 
from a statutory fund, was in fact nil. But here again it is at 
least arguable that where, in a covenant to insure, the amount of 
the policy-money is fixed and reasonabie, that sum is in the nature 
of liquidated damages assessed beforehand by the parties and 
recoverable as such. In the case of licensing eovenants, such 
stipulations as to damages for breach of a covenant affecting the 
security of the licence have been held to be true cases of liqui- 
dated damages, not penalty : Ward v. Monaghan, (1895, 59 J. P. 
392). And the obvious analogy of a valued policy in fire or 
marine insurance—although both are contracts of indemnity— 
will occur to everyone. 





Estoppel by Conduct. 

AN INGENIOUS but fundamentally unsound attempt to make 
a person pay for an oversight on his part, where he owed no 
duty to the claimant, proved plausible enough to convince a 
county court judge in Bailey & Whites (Limited) v. House 
(Times, 17th July), but naturally failed before the Divisional 
Court. A farmer had dealings with a firm of builders’ mer- 
chants, who supplied him with materials from time to time. 
In September, 1913, an employee dismissed by the farmer went 
to the merchants with a handcart and obtained certain goods 
of the kind usually supplied to his former master by alleging 
that he was purchasing them for the latter. When the farmer 
received an account from the merchants, including among 
other items the price of these goods, he did not check the 
items, but paid the account. After this, in January, 1914, 
a second fraud of the same kind was perpetrated on the mer- 
chants by the ex-employee ; again an account was sent in, which 
included this item among others, and was paid in full. Then 
the farmer found out that he had been paying for goods never 
received or ordered, and sued the defendants for repayment 
of the sum overpaid. He claimed it as money paid under a 
mistake of fact. Obviously he was entitled to recover, on the 
ground of ‘‘ money received by the defendant to the use of 
the plaintiff ’’—the eighth of the old common indeditatus 
counts. But the defendants set up two defences, which are 
often relied on by the pleader in hard cases: they pleaded 
‘‘estoppel,’’ on the ground that the plaintiff had “ held ou?’’ 
the tortfeasor as his agent by paying the first account; and 
‘‘ negligence,’’ on the well-worn fallacy that, ‘‘ where one of 
two innocent parties must suffer from the fraud of a third, 
that one must suffer whose negligence has allowed the fraud 
to be committed.’’ Even if sound, these pleas could not appl 
to the first sum claimed back; but they are quite mn 
There can be no estoppel by holding out inferred from mere 
payment of a single debt incurred on the principal’s behalf by 
an alleged agent; and the ‘‘ negligence ’’ necessary to bring in 
the equitable principle of relief referred to in the second argu- 
ment must be neglect of a legal duty owed to the party founding 
on it. The celebrated decision in //ambro v. Burnand (1903, 
2 K. B. 399), the leading case on the liability of ‘‘ names’’ at 
Lloyds for the frauds of their active partner, really disposes 
of both contentions. But perhaps no fallacious principles are 
so frequently relied on in argument before tribunals of first 
instance, and not infrequently with undeserved success. 





The Costs of the Registrar of ‘Trade- 
marks ona Successful Appeal Against 
His Decision. 


Brrore 1905, when an applicant for registration of a trade-mark, 
whose applieation had been refused by the Comptroller-General, 
appealed to the Court, the almost invariable practice was to order 
the applicant to pay the Comptroller's costs whether he succeeded 
on the appeal or not. That a successful appellant should be 
orJered to pay the costs of the Comptroller when his decision was 
reversed, and was therefore erroneous, was felt to be an anomaly. 
In the “ Solio” case (15 R. P.C. 476), the Eastman Co. had, in 
1898, applied to register “Solio.” The Comptroller refused 
registration. The applicants appealed to the Board of Trade, 
who referred the matter to the Court. It came before 
Kekewicnu, J., who upheld the Comptroller's decision, and on 
appeal to the Court of Appeal the appeal was dismissed with 
costs. The applicants then appealed to the House of Lords, who 
reversed the judgment of the Court of Appeal and consequently 
registration was allowed. The House made no order as to the 
costs of the appeal, and expressed an opinion that the costs which 
had been paid by the — to the Comptroller under the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal, which was reversed as erroneous, 


should be returned to them. 
This was in 1898. In 1905 came the Trade-marks Act, 1905, 
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under which the Comptroller-General is the Registrar of Trade- 
mirks. ‘This Act contains the following section : 

Section 48.—In all proceedings before the Court under this Act 
the costs of the Registrar shall be in the discretion of the 
Court, but the Registrar shall not be ordered to pay the costs 
of any other of the parties. 

This section would, it was anticipated, remedy the anomaly 
above referred to, but it has not done so, for since it came into 
operation, as a general rule, an applicant for registration, who has 
appealed to the Court against a refusal by the Registrar, has 
been muleted in the costs ef the Registrar, whether successful or 
not. Although in a few cases the Registrar has not asked for 
costs, it is now the usual praetice to order a suceessful appellant 
to the Court to pay the Registrars costs. 

The latest instance is to be found in a case (reported 32 
R. P. C. 456) in which Cadbury Bros. (Limited) applied to 
register a trade mark for chocolates, part of which eonsisted of the 
word “Tudor ” printed prominently in a line by itself. It appears 
that for about three or four years it has been the general practice 
of the Registrar, when a trade-mark contains as a prominent 
feature a word that cannot be registered alone, to insist on the 
applicant for registration disclaiming that word. Accordingly in 
the case under notice he required the Cadbury Co., as a condition 
of registration, to disclaim any right to the oxclusive use of the 
word “Tudor,” which, as was conceded, they could not have 
registered alone. ‘This they declined to do, so their application 
wis refused ; they appealed to the Board of Trade, who referred 
the matter to the Court, and the appeal came before SARGANT, J., 
who allowed the appeal and directed the application to proceed. 
He held that the Registrar was wrong in requiring a disclaimer ; 
and he said, “the Registrar appears to be insisting on this dis- 
claimer in accordance with a general practice of the Office which 
he has stated. In my judgment that practice is one which is far 
too wide and would result, as a general rule, in placing on the 
Register a vast crop of unnecessary disclaimers.” 

The Regis:rsr’s decision having been pronounced to be erro- 
neous, and the practice under which he acted having been con 
demned, it might have been anticipated that the learned Judge 
in the exercise of his discretion under section 48, would have 
refused to order the applicants to pay the Registrar's costs. But 
what happened was this :—Counsel for the Registrar asked fr the 
“ordinary order as to costs,” and the learned Judge made an 
order that the applicants should pay the Registrar's costs, 
saying, “ At present I can only make the usual order.” Whereupon 
counsel for the Registrar said, “If your lordship makes the 
order that the applicants pay the costs, the matter shall be 
brought to the attention of the authorities in the proper quarter.’ 
What the exact meaning of this cryptic utterance may be we 
fail to see, but it may mean that it would be suggested to the 
“authorities ” that the order as to costs should not be enforced. 
We certainly think that it should not be enforeed, but we also 
think that it never ought to have been made, and that in future, 
in cases like the one under notice, the Court should follow the lead 
of the House of Lords in the “ Solio” case, and that it should 
be the ordinary rule that, when an applicant for registration 
comes to the Court on an appeal from the Registrar, and his de- 
cision is reversed as erroneous, the Court should, except in special 
circumstances, decline to order the successful appellant to pay 
the Registrar's costs. 

We are dealing in these remarks with refusals to register by 
the Registrar under section 12 of the Act of 1905, and not with 
decisions of the Registrar in opposition cases under section 14, 
which are on a somewhat different footing. 


At the Mansion House Police Court, on Monday, says the 7'imes, 
Messrs. Knoll and Co. (Limited), of 8, Harp-lane, were fined £5 on 
each of eleven summonses for infringing the Stamp Duty on Medicines 
Act, 1812, by selling without the proper stamp certain medicines. Costs 
amounting to £5 5s. were imposed, making £60 5s. in all. Mr 
Frank Dart, solicitor for the prosecution, said Walter Braun, the 
manager of the compauy, was now interned as an alien enemy, and 
he should withdraw the summonses against him Although registered 
as an English company the firm was a German one pure and simple. 
Sir John Knill agreed to state a case. 


Jurisdiction of Courts of Neutrals 
in Actions between Subjects of 
States at War. 


By Cuanies Henry Husericn, of Berlin, Hamburg end The 
Hague, Counsellor-at-Law, of the United States Supreme 
Court Bar, and Ricuarp K1NG, of London, Solicitor of the 
Supreme Court, England. 

AN important, and apparently novel, question of jurisdiction is 

presented in a series of cases pending in American courts, namely, 

whether these courts should assume jurisdiction in actions 
between persons domiciled in countries at war with each other, 
where the foreign law prohibits suits by alien enemies. Libels 
in admiralty have been filed on behalf of British creditors against 

a number of German and Austrian vessels lying in American 

ports, and judgments have been rendered in some of the cases 

in the past weeks. 

The leading case is Watts, Watts & Co. (Limited) v. Unione 
Austriaca di Navigazione, decided by the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of New York. In this case the 
suit was brought by an English company against an Austrian 
company to recover a sum due in respect of bunker coal supplied 
to the respondents’ steamers, prior to the war, at Algiers, 
Jurisdiction was obtained by a writ of foreign attachment of 
the respondents’ steamer Martha Washington. Sterling bills were 
drawn by the master on the owners, payable at sixty days’ sight 
in London. The bills were duly accepted as payable at the K.K. 
Oesterreichische Laenderbank, in London, and upen their falling 
due at various dates between 7th August and 4th September, 1914, 
were protested for non-payment. The suit was upon the original 
debt, not upon the bills, and the facts were agreed upon by stipu- 
lation of the parties. The Court had before it the provisions of 
the British Proclamations of 5th August and 9th September, 
1914, and the Act of 18th September, 1914, relating to Trading 
with the Enemy, and the Austrian Ordinance of 1th 
October, 1914, and the three decrees of the Austrian Joint 
Ministry of 23rd October, 1914, regarding measures of 
reprisal on account of the war, prohibiting payments to 
certain enemy countries, and for the supervision of enemy 
lpsiness undertakings (a). 

Judge VAN VecHTEN VEEDER delivered a lengthy and 
reasoned judgment, holding that, as the law of both belligerent 
countries forbade a payment by one belligerent subject to his 
enemy during the continuance of the war, the court, in exercise of a 
jurisdiction tounded on comity, must not ignore that state ef war 
and disregard the consequences resulting from it. The libel was 
dismissed without prejudice, and the case has been appealed. 
The greater part of the judgment is printed elsewhere. 

It is submitted that the result reached in this case is open to 

criticism. ‘The Court is undoubtedly correct in its view that the 

assumption of jurisdiction in cases of this character cannot be 
regarded as a violation of neutrality. But the application of 
the doctrine that, in the absence of proof, the foreign law will be 
regarded as identical with the ler fori (>) led to a result that is, 
to say the least, debatable. It is questionable whether the 
doctrine should te applied at all where the foreign system of 
law involved is not based on the common law. In the case 
here involved it led to the adoption of the view that alien 
enemies have no locus standi in judicio under the French and 

Austrian laws. There appear to be no specific provisieas on the 

subject in the French law, but practically alien enemies have no 

locus standi in the French courts (c). On the other hand, the 

German (¢) and Austrian (e) systems of law impose tio special 

disabilities on alien enemy plaintiffs, and it is further submitted 

that measures of the character here before the Court belong to 
the class to which no exterritorial recognition is gccorded. 














(a) The provisions of the Austrian law are similar to those of Germany, ani were 
discussed by the present writers in 59 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, pp. 22, 126, 379, 504. 

(b) Minor, Conflict of Laws, pp. 531, 532; Wharton, Conflict of Laws (3rd ed.) II 
pp. 1537-1562. 

(c) Théry and King, Emergency Lesislation of France, 50 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 202. 

(d) Huberich and King, Emergency Legislation of Germany, 59 SOLICITORS’ JoURNAL 


(e) The Austrian morato. ium ordinances adopt the principle of reciprocity in case 
of claims of foreign creditors, 
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It remains to be seen to what extent the views expressed by 
the Federal District court will be followed by other Federal 
courts, or sustained on appeal (/), and it must be borne in 
mind that these decisions are not binding on the State courts. 
It will also be interesting to follow the views taken in other 
countries as to the general question involved (9). 





Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Evidence.—Cases and Statutes on the Law of Evidence, with 
Notes. By Ernest Cocke, Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 12s. 6d. net. 


Werkmen’s Compensation.—Workmen’s Compensation 
and Insurance Reports, 1915, Part 2, with Annotated Digest con 
taining all cases in the House of Lords, Court of Appeal (England), 
Court.of Session (Scotland), Court of Appea) (Ireland). Edited by 
W. A. G. Woops, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Annotated Index by 


Gitsert Stone, Barrister-at-Law. The Reports and Digest Syndi- | 


cate (Limited). Sub., for 1915, 15s. 

German Prize Law.—The Prize Code of the German 
Empire as in force July Ist, 1915. Translated and edited by 
Cuar_es Henry Husericu, LL.D., of the United States Supreme 
Court Bar, Counsellor-at-Law, Berlin, Hamburg, Paris, The Hague, 


and Ricaarpv Kune, Solicitor of the Supreme Court, London. | 


Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Central Africa,—The Belgian Proposal to Neutralise Central 
Africa during the European War. By R. C. Hawk1ns, Barrister-at- 
Law. With an Appendix of Diplomatic Documents. Sweet «& 
Maxwell (Limited). Is. net. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re BOWMAN. SECULAR SOCIETY (LIM.) v. BOWMAN. No. 1, 
15th, 16th and 30th July. 


Wiutt—Resipvary Bequest TO COMPANY—PROPAGANDA AGAINST ReE- 
LIGION—BLASPHEMY—LEGALITY OF OBJECTS—PUBLIC POoLICY—PER- 
PETUITY. 

A testator, by hia will, gave the residue of his estate after the death 
of his wife to a company limited by guarantee and formed to promote 
the principle * that all human conduct should be based upon natural 
knowl: dge, and not upon supernatural belief,’ together with ancillary 
objects, all having an anti-religious tende ney. 

Held, that the gift was valid, as being neither subversive of morality 
nor contrary to the law of blasphemy, nor did it create a perpetuity. 

Briggs v. Hartley (14 Jur. 683) and Cowan v. Milbourn (L. 2. 2 Lach, 
230) not followed. 


Appeal by the defendants from a decision of Joyce, J., on an origina- 
ting summons to determine the validity of the residuary gift in a will. 
The testator, by his will dated 14th September, 1905, gave his residuary 
estate to his wife for her life, and after her death, subject to the pay 
ment of certain legacies, to the Secular Society. This was a society 
limited by guarantee, and incorporated under the Companies Act, 1908. 
Its principal objects, as defined by the memorandum of association, 
were (a) to promote the principle that human conduct should be based 
upon natural knowledge, and not upon supernatural belief, and that 
human welfare in this world was the proper end of all thought and 
action ; (b) to promote the secularization of the State, so that religious 
tests and observances might be banished from the Legislature, the 
Executive and the judiciary ; (c) to promote the abolition of all support, 
patronage or favour by the State of any particular form or forms of 
religion; (e) to promote universal secular education; (f) to promote the 
recognition by the State of marriage as a purely civil contract. By 
article 54 all moneys received on account of (inter alia) bequests were 
to be applied solely in carrying out the objects of the society. The 
defendants, who were the testator’s heir-at-law and next-of-kin, con- 
tended that the gift was bad, being one subversive of religion and 
(f) Hubericn, Zustaendigkeit amer.kaniecher Gerichte in Streitigkeiten Zwischen 
Angehoerigen verschiedener kriegsfuehreuder Staaten, in Hamburgischer Correspondent, 
23rd June, 1915. 

Since this article was written, in a case which came before the Trenton N. J. Court, 
Vice Chancellor Stevens decided that the Court of Chancery had jurisdiction to determine 
the rival claims of French v. German companies which are fighting for control of the 
wireless station at Tuckerton, through which G:rmany receives most of her communi- 
cations from America, the court refusing to accede to the prop sition of the German 
company that, because of the state of war which exists between France and Germany, 
the power of the court was thereby curtailed. The judgment is printed elsewhere. 

@) Cp. King, Legal Position of Foreign Debtors and Creditors in Holland. 9 SoLt- 
CiTers’ JOURNAL, 174. 








morality and contrary to public policy, and that though the objects of 
the society, as defined, appeared comparatively unobjectionable, it 
merely existed in order to receive gifts for the National Secular Society, 
a body avowedly carrying on an atheistical propaganda. It was also 
contended that the gift was void as creating a perpetuity. Joyce, J., 
decided both points in favour of the society, and held that the gift 
was not contrary to law or to public policy. The defendants appealed. 
| Cur. adv. vult. 
| THe Court dismissed the appeal. 
| Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said there were two points which might 
be got rid of at once. The society was not claimed to be a charity; 
the plaintiffs asserted their right to the residue as their own property. 
Next, no question of perpetuity arose because the plaintiffs were a 
limited company, and in the view of the law competent to dispose-of 
what was given. But it was argued on behalf of the appellants that 
the plaintiff society was illegal, as its objects were antagonistic to all 
| religion, and therefore no Court ought to aid it in recovering the 
| legacy. <A limited company was bound by its memorandum of asso- 
ciation, and could not go outside its limits. His lordship declined to 
look at anything but the memorandum, and held he had no right to 
consider whether the chairman or any of the directors might have been 
guilty of what the law would undoubtedly regard as the publication of 
blasphemous libels. The society was a company not formed for pecu- 
niary gain, and limited by guarantee. [His lordship having read the 
objects clause of the memorandum, proceeded :| He was not satisfied 
that any of those objects was unlawful; many of them were supported 
by a large section of the community, and it would be a retrograde step 
if the Court were to hold that there was necessarily any illegality in 
the company. He said because it was not sufficient to 
say that the society acting by its directors might use the funds which 
they received under the will for a blasphemous purpose, in which case 
| the parties concerned would justly be exposed to an indictment. It 
was sufficient that they could so apply the money as to be free from 
any taint of illegality. If, however, any of the objects was necessarily 
| unlawful—for example, for an immoral purpose—the addition of other 
| innocent objects would not entitle the company to obtain the money. 
| It had, however, been strenuously argued that blasphemy at common 
| law was unlawful, even though it was not criminal, and there was no 
| doubt a large body of ancient, and some modern, authority in support 
| of that view. In his lordship’s opinion the better view was that ex- 
pressed by Lord Coleridge, C.J., in Reg. v. Ramsey (15 Cox C. C. 231), 
and not that by Stephen, J. In substance, Lord Coleridge’s view was 
that publications intended in good faith to propagate opinions on re 
| ligious subjects which the publisher regarded as true were not blas- 
| pheming if done in a decent way, and with regard to the feelings of 
| others. Phillimore, J., in a subsequent case—eg. v. Boulter (72 J. P. 
188)—adopted this view, and it ought to be adopted in that Court. 
There had been great changes of opinion in a hundred years, and the 
question was really one of public policy which varied from time to 
time. The opinion of Erskine, J., in advising the House of Lords in 
Shore v. Wilson (9 Cl. & Fin. 524, 525), he thought accurately stated 
the law [It was therefore impossible to contend that the main object 
of the plaintiff society as stated in clause (a) could not be given effect 
to without incurring the liability to an indictment for blasphemy. It 
was, however, contended that the relaxation of old principles extended 





* necessarily,’ 





to criminal blasphemy, and that the objects of the society were yet 
unlawful in the sense that the Court would not aid the plaintiffs to get 
the legacy. There were some modern authorities which undoubtedly 


created difficulties: Briggs v. Hartley (14 Jur. 683) and Cowan v. 
Vilbourn (Li. R. 2 Exch. 230) His lordship examined those decisions, 
and felt unable to follow then. The latter case, de ided in 1867. had 
never been followed. If it was still good law, the plaintiffs could not 
claim the legacy, but as he did not so consider it, the decision of Joyce, 
J., was right, and the appeal must be dismissed 

Pickrorp and Warrincton, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect, the latter referring with approval to the definition of ‘‘ blas 
phemy ’’ at common law contained in thp Laws of England, vol. 9, 
p. 531, and observing that the discussion of the views of Charles Darwin 
on the origin of species or Robertson Smith on the authorship of the 
Bible, which at one time were regarded by many as subverting religion, 
would now be treated by most educated people as tending rather to 
strengthen the real foundations of religion.—Counser, Geo. Cave, K.C., 
and J. A. Price: Tomlin, K.C., and Hon M. M. Macnaghten. Sott- 
crrors. (Calder, Woods d& Pethick; Harpe r, Batcock, & Goode. 

[Reported by H. Lanorornp Lewis, Barristerat-Law ] 


BOTTOMLEY v. BELL. No. 2. 2Ist and 22nd July. 


Banxrurrcy—Orper Diswissina Action as Frivotous AnD VEXATIOUS 
ey Unprscuarcep Bankrurpt—Procurine an Appeal AGAINST ResK 
TION OF Proor By TrustTee—MAINTENANCE—PRACTICE 
No person can bring an action for maintenance unless he has beena 

party to the proceedings maintained. In bankruptcy proceedings the 

trustee of a bankrupt’s estate rejected two proofs. A solicitor acting 
for an interested party induced the creditor to appeal, and 
undertook, if the appeal was unsuccessful, personally to indemnify him 
aqainst the coatea of the app al. On appeal one proof for a aum 
of £68,295 was allowed, and the second proof was withdrawn by consent. 

In an action by the bankrupt against the solicitor, claiming damages for 

alleged maintenance by the eolicitor, Atkin, J., in chambers, struck out 

the statement of claim as disclosing no cause of action, and as being 
frivolous and vexatious. 
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Held, that the order appealed from was right. 

The plaintiff, Horatio Bottomley, appealed from an order of Atkin, 
J., in chambers, dismissing the action on the ground that the state 
ment of claim disclosed no reasonable cause of action, and that the 
action was frivolous and vexatious. The action wes one for damages 
for alleged maintenance brought against the defendant, E. A. Bell, a 
solicitor, and a member of the firm of Carter & Bell. In May, 1912, 
the plaintiff was adjudicated bankrupt, and the Senior Official 
Receiver in Companies Winding-up proved against his estate in bank 
ruptey for certain sums in connection with two companies, the John 
Bull Investment, &c., Agency (Limited) and John Bull (Limited) regis 
tered in Guernsey, amounting to £121,000, but the trustee of his estate, 
Sir William B. Peat, rejected the proofs. The defendant, who was not 
himself a shareholder or interested in the proceedings, but was acting 
for the petitioning shareholder, deposited with the Official Receiver 
certain bearer bonds to indemnify him against the costs of an appeal, 
and undertook, jointly with his client, if the costs of the appeal ex 
ceeded that sum, to be personally responsible for the excess The 
appeal was successful! in so far that on the first proof for £96,176 the 
liquidator succeeded to the extent of £68,295, while the appeal as to the 


second proof was withdrawn by consent. In these circumstances 
the plaintiff claimed that he was entitled to maintain the 
action, and entitled to substantial damages, as the admitting 
of this proof had delayed his discharge. It was therefore 


a personal wrong which he had suffered, and he referred to Metropolitan 
Bank vy. Pooley (10 App. Cas. 210). He also submitted, on the ground 
of public policy, that a solicitor ought not to be allowed to act in the 
manner in which the defendant had acted. For the defendant it 
was submitted that no person could bring an action for maintenance 
unless he had been a party to the proceedings maintained, and the 
measure of damages in such an action had always been confined to the 
actual costs incurred in and about the proceedings, and did not 
include damages for consequential injuries. He referred to Pechell v. 
Watson (8 M. & W. 891) and Brewer v. Dew (11 M. & W. 625). 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., in giving judgment, said that no cause of 
action had accrued to the plaintiff in any shape or form in fespect of 
the proceedings between the liquidator and the trustee. Maintenance 
had been defined as the giving of assistance to one of the parties to an 
action by a person who had neither an interest in the action nor any 
motive recognised by the law as justifying his interference. Main 
tenance, no doubt, was an actionable tort which rendered the maintainer 
liable in damages to the other party to the action in which the main 
tenance took place. Here the plaintiff was not a party to the pro 
ceedings, and any action taken against his trustee would not give the 
plaintiff a cause of action. The plaintiff was unfortunately in the 
position of an undischarged bankrupt, but he claimed that his bank 
ruptey did not prevent his bringing his action, and that his right to 
claim damages fad not passed to his trustee in bankruptcy. In his 
lordship'’s opinion that was an incorrect view. Assuming (and the 
Court must proceed on that assumption) every statement in 
the statement of claim to be correct, then no right had 
accrued to the plaintiff, and whether such a right of action 
wecrued to his trustee was a matter not before the Court. 
The plaintiff had urged that he was personally damaged 
because the proceedings had made it more difficult for him to obtain his 
discharge by increasing the amount of the proofs against his estate, 
and in that way postponing the date when he might hope to pay his 
creditors in full and get back his estate or what remained of it. All 
that was too remote. No cause of action accrued to the plaintiff in any 
shape or form in respect of the proceedings on appeal between the 
liquidator of the companies and the trustee in bankruptcy, and upon that 
short ground the order of Atkin, J., must be affirmed. 

Puititmore and Bankes, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counset, for the plaintiff, the Plaintiff in Person; 
for the defendant, A. 8S. Comyns Carr. Soticrrors, J. 7’. Monks; 
FP. J. A. Leggett 


[Reported by Exsxine Rei, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 

Re TRADING WITH THE ENEMY (AMEXDMENT) ACT, 1914. 

Re RUBEN ELIAS RUBEN, AN ENEMY WITHIN THE ACT. 
Younger, J. 10th and 13th July. 

Warn—Atien Enemy—Enemy Prorerty—Appiication py TRusTEE IN 
Bankrurtcy or ENGLisHh MortTcacor ror VeEsTING ORDER 
TRADING With THE Enemy AmeNDMENT Act, 1914 (5 Guo. 5, c. 12), 
ss. 1, 2, 3, 4 aNp 5, 


The trustee in bankruptcy of a firm for whom an alien enemy was 
in the habit of accepting bills for their accommodation applied, 
under section 4 of the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 
1914, for an order that certain policies of assurance, some of which had 
matured, and which the alien enemy alleged he held as security, and 
which he claimed, but which were, in fact, the property of the \p~rm, 
might be vested in the Custodian under the Act. 

Held (1) that the Act was only concerned with alien property, and 
these geveres were not such; (2) that the applicant had no locus standi 
to make the application; (3) that even if the enemy had a lien or 


charge on the policy moneys which might be the subject of a vest- 
ing order under the Act, the applicant was not interested in that lien 
or charge, his interest being against and in derogation of the alleged 
lien or charge; (4) the Act must not be used as a convenient medium 
jor the recovery of the property of the bankrupts which, 20 long as 
the war lasts, the trustee cannot recover for himself. 

An alien enemy beyond the jurisdiction of the Court had been in 
the habit of accepting bills for the accommodation of a firm in this 
country, and he claimed to hold certain policies of life assurance, 
some of which had matured, and which were the property of the 
firm, as security for bills which he had accepted on their behalf. 
The firm became bankrupt, and their trustee in bankruptcy applied 
to the Court, by summons in chambers, under section 4 of the 
Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1914, for an order that 
the policies should vest in the Public Trustee as Custodian under the 
Act. The trustee in bankruptcy did not admit the claim of the alien 
enemy to hold the policies as security, and stated that the bills had 
been discounted by the alien enemy, and were held by creditors in 
England who claimed against the estate of the bankrupts. He 
claimed that he was a person interested in the policies within the 
meaning of the Act, and therefore entitled to make the application 
The master dismissed the summons. This waa a motion to discharge 
the order of the master, and on hearing in Court of the applica- 
tion of the applicant the summons was treated as amended by claim 
ing in the alternative that the right to receive the policy moneys 
should vest in the Custodian. The Public Trustee appealed, and did 
not desire the order to be made. 

Youncer, J., after stating the facts, said: In my judgment, the 
short answer to this summons is that I am not satisfied that the vest 
ing is expedient for the purposes of the Act, and, moreover, I am 
satisfied that the order, objected to as it is by the Custodian, is one 
which in the exercise of my jurisdiction I ought not to make. If 
made it would no doubt be productive of much litigation. But 
there is another objection to the summons, which goes to the root 
of the whole matter. In my judgment the applicant is not interested 
in anything which by the order could alone be vested in_ the 
Custodian, and is not in a position to make the application at all. It 
is clear that all the Act is concerned with is enemy property. The 
applicant here is not interested in enemy property. He claims that 
the whole of the property is his own, and that no part of it is the 
enemy's, and even if it is the fact that the enemy have a lien or 
charge on the policy moneys which might be the subject of a vesting 
order, still the applicant is not interested in the lien or charge; his 
interest is an interest against and in derogation of that charge. The 
object of the applicant in this case is to utilise the Custodian as a 
convenient medium for the recovery of property of the bankrupts, 
which, so long as the war lasts, the applicant cannot recover for him- 
self. This is not the purpose or object of the Act. The order made 
in chambers is right, and the motion must be refused with costs.— 
Counsen, J. Austen-Cartmell; G. M. Simmonds. Sorscrtors, Lumley 
& Lumley; Coward & Hawksley, Sons, d& Chance ; Ojiver & Nutt. 

(Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. GEORGE JOSEPH SMITH. 29th July. 
CriminAL LAW — MuRDER — Evipence— OrHeR OFrrences — ADMIS- 
SIBILITY. 


i 

The appellant was charged with the murder of B. M., a woman with 
whom he lived, and with whom he had gone through a form of mar 
riage She was found drowned in her bath. Evidence was admitted 
that subsequently two other women with whom he had gone through 
a form of marriage had been found drowned in their baths under very 
simular circumstances, 

Held, that, as there was in law a prima facie case to go to the jury 
on the evidence as to the death of B. M. alone, the evidence in ques 
tiom was admissible to prove that her death was designed by the 
appellant. Whether the evidence would have been admissible if there 
had been no prima facie ease apart from it, quaere. 


This was an appeal against conviction for the murder of Bessie 
Mundy, a woman with whom the appellant, a married man, had gone 
through a form of marriage under the name of Williams. She had 
made a voluntary settlement of a sum of £2,700 which her father 
had left her, under which she had no power of anticipation. The 
appellant took legal advice, and was told that the settlement could 
not be set aside, and that a will which Miss Mundy had made in his 
favour could be revoked; on the following day he bought a large 
bath, which was put in a room at the top of the house which was some 
distance from the water supply, and the door of which had no lock 
They had lived in the house for five weeks without a bath. The day 
after the bath was fixed the appellant took the deceased to a doctor, 
stating that she had had a fit; there had been no suggestion of illness 
before. Two days later the doctor was sent for, the appellant stating 
the deceased had had another fit. The doctor could find no symptoms 
pointing to a fit, but accepted at the time the appellant's statements. 
On the following morning the appellant again fetched the doctor, who 





found the deceased dead in the bath with her feet up, straight out 
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against the end of the bath, the onty position in which she could lie 
with her mouth and nose under the water. According to medical 
evidence her position was inconsistent with a fit. After her funeral 
the appellant left, obtained the money to which he was entitled 
under her will, resumed the name of Smith, and was careful that no 
inquiries should be made with regard to him. At the trial evidence 
was tendered and admitted by the learned Judge (Scrutton, J.) to 
shew that, subsequent to the death of Miss Mundy, two other women, 
named Alice Burnham and Margaret Lofty, with whom the appellant 
had gone through a form of marriage, had been found drowned in 
their baths under very similar circumstances, that in each case shortly 
before their deaths he had taken them to a doctor, stating that they 
had had a fit, and that he profited pecuniarily by their deaths. On 
behalf of the appellant it was argued that the evidence was inadmissible, 
there being no primd facie case to go to the jury on the facts surround 
ing the death of Miss Mufidy alone; and that, even if evidence of the 
deaths of the other two women was admissible, evidence of the circum- 
stances surrounding their deaths was not. On behalf of the Crown it 
was argued that the evidence was admissible, even if there had been no 
prima facie case to go to the jury apart from it. Makin vy. Attorney 
General for New South Wales (1894, A. C. 57) was cited. 


Lord Reapinc, L.C.J., delivered the judgment of the Court 
(DagLING and Lusn, JJ., with him) as follows :—The appellant was 
convicted of the murder of Bessie Mundy; at his trial evidence was 
admitted to shew that he murdered two other women at a later date. 
The first question raised in the appeal is that the Judge was wrong in 
admitting evidence relating to the deaths of Alice Burnham and Mar 
garet Elizabeth Lofty. The question whether the evidence was admis 
sible or not depends on principles of law which have been considered 
by this Court many times, and which depend in the main on the state- 
ment of the law by Lord Herschell, L.C., in Makin v. Attorney-General 
for New South Wales (ubi supra). The prosecution tendered the evi 
dence, and it was admitted by the Judge on the ground that it tended 
to shew that the act charged had been committed—that is, had been 
designed. A question has been raised on which we have heard valu- 
able arguments, but it is a matter which we need not, and do not intend 
to, decide in this case. It is undesirable that we should decide it unless 
it has been fully argued. It is sufficient to say here that it is not dis- 
puted, and could not be disputed, that if, as a matter of law, there was 
primd-facie evidence that the appellant committed the act charged, 
evidence of similar acts became admissible, and the other point does 
not arise in this case for the reason that we have come to the conclu 
sion that there was undoubtedly, as a matter of law, primd-facie evidence 
that the appellant committed the act charged, apart altogether from 
the other cases. Viewing the case put forward with regard to Bessie 
Mundy only, we are of opinion that there was a case which the Judge 
was bound in law to put to the jury. The case was reinforced by the 
evidence admitted with reference to the other two cases for the purpose 
of shewing the design of the appellant. We think that that evidence 
was properly admitted, and the Judge was very careful to point out 
to the jury the use they could properly make of the evidence. He 
directed them more than once that they must not allow their minds to 
be confused and think that they were deciding whether the murder of 
Burnham and Lofty had been committed ; they were trying the appellant 
for the murder of Mundy. We are of opinion, therefore, that the first 
point fails. The second point taken is that, even assuming that evi- 
dence of the death of the other two women was admissible, the prosecu 
tion ought only to have been allowed to prove that the women were 
found dead in their baths. For the reasons already given in dealing 
with the first point it is apparent that to cut short the evidence there 
would have been of no assistance to the case. In our opinion it was 
open to the prosecution to give, and the Judge was right in admitting, 
evidence of the facts surrounding the deaths of the two women. The 
appeal must therefore be dismissed.—Counset, Marshall Hall, K.C., 
Montague Shearman, and H. Grattan Bushe; Bodkin, Travers Hum- 
phreys, and Cecil Whiteley. Soxicrtors, W. P. Davies; the Director 
of Public Prosecutions. 


[Reported by A. L_ B. Tuesicen, Barrister-ct-Law.] 





Erratum.—The case of Hx parte Weber (ante, p. 692) was reported 
by Mr. Erskine Reid, and not as there stated. 








New Orders, &c. 
War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 13th August contains the following :— 

1. An Order in Council, dated 12th August, making amendments in and 
additions to the Consolidation Proclamation of 28th July, restricting 
the exportation from the United Kingdom of certain articles. 

The London Gazette of 17th August contains the following :— 

2. Notices, printed below, that Orders as to liquor control have been 
made under the Defence of the Realm Acts for the areas of Scotland 
(East Central) and Scotland (West Central) 

—_ he to Mariners, dated 13th August, relating to England, 
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Full Prespectus on application to the Secretary, 


Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch: 29 & 30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 

















Defence of the Reaim (Liquor Control). 


REGULATIONS TO THE AREA OF SCOTLAND 
(Kast CENTRAL). 


Notice is hereby given, that the Central Control Board (Liquor 
Traffic) have issued an Order, dated 12th August, 1915, made in put 
suance of the powers conferred upon them by the Acts and Regulations 
relating to the Defence of the Kealm 

The area to which thig Order applies is the Scotland, East Ceutral 
Area, being the area comprised in the County of the City of Edin 
burgh, the Counties of Midlothian, East Lothian, West Lothian, Fife, 
Clackmannan and Kinross, including all burghs within the geographical 
limits thereof, the River and the Firth of Forth from Stirling to a line 
drawn from Fife Ness to the isle of May and thence to Vault Ness. 

Copies of the above Order can be obtained on application to the 
Secretary, Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic), Cecil Chambers, 


76, Strand, London, W.C. 


APPLICATION OF THI 


Detence of the Realm (Liquor Control). 
APPLICATION OF THE REGULATIONS TO THE AREA OF SCOTLAND 
(West CENTRAL). 


Notice is hereby given, that the Central Control Board (Liquor 
lvaffic) have issued an Order, dated 12th August, 1915, made in pur- 
suance of the powers conferred upon them by the Acts and Regulations 
relating to the Defence of the Realm 

The area to which this Order applies is the Scotland, West Central 
Area, being the area comprised in the County of the City of Glasgow, 
the Counties of Lanark, Ayr, Renfrew, Dumbarton and Stirling, in 
cluding all burghs within the geographical limits thereof, the Harbour 
of Glasgow and the Firth of Clyde and other arms of the sea down to 
a line drawn between the Mull of Kintyre and the Heads of Ayr. 

Copies of the above Order can be obtained on application to the 
Secretary, Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic), Cecil Chambers, 
76, Strand, London, W.C P 

NOTICE. 
Colonial Stock Act, 1900. 
(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62). Apprrion to List or STocKs UNDER SecTION 2, 

Pursuant to section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury hereby give notice, that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the under- 
mentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom : 

New South Wales Government 4) per Cent. Inscribed Stock 
(1922-27). 

The restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section (2) of the Trustee 

Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (see Colonial Stock Act, 1900, 


section 2). 


The following are further Emergency Statutes :— 
CHAPTER 69. 
Cotton Associations (Emergency Action) 
Act, 1915. 
An Act to confirm action taken by any Cotton Association for dealing 
with emergencies due to the present war. [20¢h July, 1915. 

Be it enacted, &c. : 

1. Confirmation of postponement of contracta by cotton associations, } 
Any action taken by any cotton association before the passing of this 
Act for altering the date of delivery under any contracts made ex 
pressly or impliedly subject to the rules of the association by any 
persons (whether members of the association or not) for the future 
delivery of cotton is hereby confirmed ; and the date of delivery under 
any such contracts shall be, and shall be deemed to have been, altered 
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in accordance with any notice for the alteration thereof issued by the 
association and subject to the conditions contained in the notice. 
2. This Act may be cited as the Cotton Associations (Emergency 


Action) Act, 1915. 


Cuapter 71. 
Customs (War Powers) (No. 2) Act, 1915. 


An Act to extend the Customs (War Powers) Act, 1915. 
[29th July, 1915. 
te it enacted, & 

1. Provision as to declarations as to ultimate destination of ex ported 
goods } T he Customs (War Powers) Acts, 1915 [5 & 6 Geo 5, . 31], 
shall be read as if the following subsection were substituted for sub 
section (1) of section five of that Act: 

“ (1) Where in pursuance of any order made by the Commissioners 
of Customs and Excise under section one hundred and thirty- 
nine of the Customs Consolidation Act, 1876, a person, in 
the course of making entry before shipment, makes a de 
claration as to the person or country for whom any goods 
are ultimately destined, then, unless security has been given 
by bond, the exporter shall, if and when required by the 
Commissioners of Customs and Excise, produce evidence to their 
satisfaction that those goods have not reached a person who is an 
enemy or treated as an enemy, or a country which is an enemy 
country or treated as an enemy country, under any law for the time 
being in force relating to trading with the enemy ; and if he fails 
to do so he shall be liable to a penalty of treble the value of the goods, 
or one hundred pounds, at the election of the Commissioners, unless 
he proves that the goods reached the person or country without his 
consent or connivance, and that he took all reasonable steps to 
eecure that the ultimate destination of the goods should be the 
person or country mentioned in the declaration.” 

2. Extension of Customs (War Powers) Act, 1915, s. 6.}—The power 
under section six of the Customs (War Powers) Act, 1915, to seize im- 
ported goods suspe ted to be of enemy origin shall be extended so as to 
apply to any goods which the Commissioners of Customs and Excise 
have reason to suspect are being imported in contravention of the law 
relating to trading with the enemy. 

3. Short title.| This Act may be cited as the Customs (War Powers) 
(No. 2) Act, 1915 


CHAPTER 72. 
Special Acts (Extension of Time) Act, 1915. 


An Act to give temporary power to Government Departments to extend 
the time limited for the performance of duties or the exercise of 
powers under special Acts, [29¢h July, 1915. 
te it enacted, &c. : 

1. Extension of time limited under special lets (1) Where the time 
within which a duty is to be performed or a power may be exercised 
under any special Act is limited, an application may be made to the 
appropriate Government Department for an order under this Act 
extending that time; but only in cases where the time is due to 
expire within twelve months of the date of the application. 

2) An application may be so made by or on behalf of the person 
by whom the duty is to be performed or by whom the power may be 
exercised, or by or on behalf of any other person appearing to the 
Department to be interested in the extension of time for the perform 
ance of the duty or the exercise of the power. 

(5) If on any such application the Department are satisfied that, in 
the circumstances of the case, the time in respect of which the appli 
cation is made should be extended, they may make an order so 
extending the time, and the special or other Act by which the time 
is limited shall, as respects the time extended by the Order, have 
effect as if the time as so extended were substituted for the time 
specified in the Act : 

Provided that, without prejudice to the making of any further 
order, no time shall be extended under any such order for more 
than a year ' 

An order shall have full effect notwithstanding that the time to 
which it relates has expired, if the application upon which the order 
is made was made before the time expired 

(4) Before dealing with any application, the Department may 
require the applicant to publish any notices which the Department 
direct him to publish, and, in any case where it appears to the Depart 
ment necessary, to give notice to such persons as the Department 
direct, and may give any person appearing to the Department to be 
interested in the question of the extension of time an opportunity 
of representing his views to the Department in such manner as the 
Department think fit 


(5) An order made by a Government Department under this Act 
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shall be published in the London, Edinburgh, or Dublin Gazette, as 
the case requires, and shall not, after it is made, be questioned on 
the ground that it was not made by the appropriate Department ; 
and if any question arises as to the Department to which an application 
under this Act should be referred, that question shall be determined 
by the Treasury, and their decision on the matter shall be conclusive. 
"2. Interpretation, short title, and duration.—(1) In this Act the 
expression ‘‘ special Act ’’ means a local or private Act, and includes 
any public Act of a local or private nature, and any certificate or order 
having the force of an Act or confirmed by Act. 

(2) This Act may be cited as the Special Acts (Extension of Time) 
Act, 1915. 

(3) This Act shall have effect only where the application under the 
Act is made during the continuance of the present war or a period 
of six months thereafter. 


Claims between Belligerents in the 
Courts of Neutral Countries. 


The following are extracts from Judge Van Vechten Veeder’s 
judgment in the American dise of Watts, Watts & Co. (Limited) v. 
Unione Austriaca di Navigazione, in which, as pointed out in a leading 
article on another page, the Court refused to entertain a suit by one 
belligerent against another :— 

The respondent contends that this court, as a court of a neutral 
nation, should not exercise its jurisdictional power between alien bel 
ligerents to require an act prohibited alike by the municipal law of 
both belligerents, t.e., the transfer, by process of judgment and 
execution, of funds from one alien belligerent to the other. The 
status of a debt due from one belligerent to another is said to be 
that of property in the debtor’s enemy country, and a neutral court 
may not disregard the state of war and by judicial action com- 
pulsorily change that status into a payable one. In other words, to 
take cognizance of this case would be a breach of neutrality. To this 
argument the libelant replies that the contract made between the parties 
specified the place of performance, and it is necessary to consider 
only whether such performance by the respondent is legal according 
to the law of that place. And whether that place be Algiers or 
London, it is clear that even after the outbreak of war it was lawful 
for the libelant to receive and for their alien enemy debtor to pay 
them there the amount due, and if jurisdiction were obtainable there 
over the respondent the obligation could be enforced there by legal 
action. Whether such performance would involve a breach of Austrian 
law is immaterial to this inquiry, since Austria was not the place of 
payment and its law does mot govern its legality. So far as 
neutrality is concerned, how can it be a breach of neutrality for 
this court to decide controversies in accordance with the settled 
principles of maritime law when regularly presented to it in accordance 
with recognised admiralty procedure? How can such enforcement 
here of legal rights between all belligerent subjects, irrespective of 
their enemy status abroad, be said to infringe that attitude of 
impartiality which lies at the foundation of neutrality? The issue 
thus presented is one of great importance, and I regret to find that 
it must be decided without the aid of authority. The researches of 
learned counsel indicate that it is now presented for judicial deter- 
mination for the first time. 

The question is not one of jurisdiction, but of the propriety of 
the exercise of jurisdiction. This Court’s power is in nowise limited 
by the fact that other nations are at war. The jurisdiction of courts 
is part and parcel of the power inherent in the State by virtue of 
its sovereignty. The jurisdiction of the State within its own 
territory is necessarily exclusive and absolute. It is therefore sus- 
ceptible of no limitation not imposed by itself; for any restriction 
upon it deriving validity from*an external source would imply 4 
diminution of its sovereignty to the extent of the restriction, and 
an investment of that sovereignty to the same extent in some other 
power (7'he Schooner Exchange, 7 Cr., 136). But when parties foreign 
to a state come before its courts asking cognizance of obligations 
which arose and were to be performed outside that state, the exercise 
of jurisdiction is not obligatory ; it is discretionary, with a view to the 
circumstances (7'he Belgenland, 114U.8., 335; Benedict’s Admiralty, 
sec. 195). If jurisdiction is exercised, it is exercised as an act of 
international comity; if refused, the refusal does not arise out of 
any incapacity to act. Comity, therefore, is not a rule of law, but 
a rule of practice, convenience and expediency. While, however, it 
is not a matter of absolute obligation, it is something more than mere 
courtesy and good will. Where the parties are not only foreigners, 
but belong to different nations and have no common forum, good and 
sufficient reasons should appear to warrant a refusal to entertain the 
action. 

When this libel was filed Great Britain and Austria-Hungary were 
at war. This fact affected materially the relations of the parties. The 
outbreak of war brings about ipso facto a radical change in the relations 
of non-combatant subjects as well as of the public armed forces of 
the belligerent States. Although numerous mitigations have blunted 
the severity of the old doctrine that a state of war placed the general 
population of the opposing nations in a condition of active hostility, 
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the subjects of enemy States are still, to a very considerable extent, 
regarded as enemies. © Non-combatants are, or usually have been in 
modern times, exempt from most of the severities of warfare; but 
they are by no means free to act as if no war existed. The law of 
nations, as judicially declared, proRibits all intercourse between citizens 
of the belligerents which is inconsistent with the state of war between 
their countries. No transaction injurious to their own government may 
be entered into or continued by them. Ordinary commercial intercourse 
is therefore incompatible with a state of war, since every act and 
contract which tends to increase the enemy's resources is absolutely 
interdicted ; and this includes every kind of trading or commercial 
dealing, whether by transmission of money or goods, or orders for the 
delivery of either, directly or indirectly, or by contracts in any form 
looking to or involving such transmission. Every such contract made 
during the war is illegal and void. But in the case of contracts made 
before the outbreak of war, if from its character the contract is incapable 
of suspension, it is dissolved. But where such interruption of perform 
ance does not go to the root of the transaction, the contract is merely 
suspended during the war. Where, therefore, such a contract has been 
entered into with an alien enemy before the outbreak of war, and has 
been performed on his side, the war merely suspends his remedy ; in 
other words, he cannot sue upon it during the existence of hvstilities. 
If, on the other hand, performunce of the contract is on the side of 
the other party, he can enforce the contract (particularly such as require 
for performance the payment of money only) in the courts of his own 
country during the continuance of war, provided, of course, a cause of 
action has accrued. The reason why the rule debarring action on the 
part of an alien enemy plaintiff can have no application where the 
parties are reversed, is plain. The rule is based upon the obvious ground 
that it is contrary to public policy for the courts of a belligerent 
country to render any assistance to an alien enemy to enforce rights 
which, but for the war, he would be entitled to enforce to his own 
advantage and to the detriment of his enemy. It is apparent, there 
fore, that to hold that a subject’s right of action in his own country 
against an alien enemy is suspended would be to defeat the very object 
of the suspensory rule and to turn a disability into a relief. This is 
the municipal law of England. [His Honour referred to Porter v. 
Frendenberg (1915, 1 K. B. 857) and other cases.] It is also the law 
of this country. {His Honour referred to McVeigh v. United States 
(11 Wall., 259, and other cases.} And in the absence of proof of the 
foreign law it may be taken to be the law of Austria-Hungary and of 
France. It is, in fact, the law common to all nations, since it is merely 
a formulation of the instinct of self-defence. 

Such being the law common to the belligerents and to the neutral 
forum, it seems clear to me that it should be recognized and applied 
in this situation. It is quite beside the point to rely, as the libelant 
does, upon the fact that the libelant could enforce this payment in 
England if it could find the respondent or any of its property there. 
That recourse would be available to it under such circumstances as a 
particular application of the general rule looking to the impairment of 
the resources of the alien enemy. But it is because the libelant finds 
it impossible to reach the respondent or its property in England that 
it has applied to this forum. From the standpoint of this neutral 
jurisdiction the controlling consideration is that the law of both belli 
gerent countries forbids a payment by one belligerent subject to his 
enemy during the continuance of war. This court, in the exercise of 
jurisdiction founded on comity, may not ignore that state of war ,and 
disregard the consequences resulting from it. 

A contrary decision was given by Stevens, V.-C., in the Trenton, 
N.J., Court, where he held that the Court of Chancery has jurisdiction 
to determine the rival claims of the French and German companies 
which are fighting for control of the wireless station at Tuckerton, 
through which Germany receives most of her communications from that 
hemisphere. The Court refused to accede to the proposition of the 
German company that because a state of war exists between France 
and Germany the power of the Court is thereby curtailed. In times 
of peace, the Vice-Chancellor said, the courts take jurisdiction as a 
matter of course for the benefit of denizens and aliens alike. If 
foreign nations are at war among themselves this nation does not 
cease to be friendly. Its courts remain open to their subjects. Cer- 
tainly a French citizen may still sue an American citizen. Why may 
he not sue a German subject? No law of France prohibits it. On 
the contrary, he may even sue in France if to his advantage and not 
to the advantage of his enemy. Why should he not sue in this Court ? 
If he may not, it can only be on the ground that this Court will give 
some effect to German legislation enacted as a war measure—as a means 
of crippling its enemy. As I have already shown, there is nothing in 
this legislation, disclosed at least by this plea, that prohibits the 
German subjects from defending against a French claim. But suppose 
there were. If this Court gave effect to it, it would, in a measure. 
be enforcing German law, which on well settled principles can have 
no exterritorial operation, to the detriment of the French citizen ask 
ing to be heard. This, it seems, will be an unneutral act. I think. 
=, that the defendants, who have not disclaimed, should 

iswer. 





M. Ribot, the Minister of Finance, has, says the Times Paris cor 
respondent, issued Treasury bonds for 5f. and 20f. on the lines of 
the English vouchers. The former bear interest at 2c. per month 
and the latter 8c. per month, and both are obtainable at post-offices. 
Twenty-franc vouchers are redeemable in a year at 21f, unless 
exchanged against bonds of a higher denomination. 
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Trading with the Enemy. 


At the Guildhall Police Court, on 17th inst., says the 7'imes, Thomas 
Bertram Ledger, of Ledger, Sons & Co., manufacturers, of St. 
Mary Axe, was summoned for having attempted to trade with the 
enemy There were two summonses, and he pleaded guilty to 
one, which charged him with attempting to obtain tin boxes from 
the firm of Nestor Granaculus (Limited), of Cairo, who have a branch 
and factory at Frankfurt. The second summons was heard, and Mr, 
Muir, prosecuting, said that, in response to a telegram from the 
Nestor Company, at Cairo, which ran, ‘ Please remit immediately 
by cheque on London to order of James Lorber at Geneva for the 
Frankfurt works £400,”’ the defendant took steps to send the money. 
He wrote to his correspondent in Cairo as follows : 

‘*Of course the ultimate destination of this money is no concern 
of ours. The penalties in force in this country in regard to remitting 
sums of money to any person or business of an alien enemy are very 
severe indeed, and we therefore regret that you should have mentioned 
in your cable the ultimate destination of the money.” 

There were, Mr. Muir said, two further remittances to a bank at 
Athens amounting to £1,000 without Mr. Ledger inquiring whether 
these sums were going to Germany or not. Coming to the charge to 
which the defendant pleaded guilty, counsel said that on 15th March 
the defendant requested Mr. Lorber, a Swiss, to obtain from Frank 
furt samples of tin boxes so that they might place an order for 
similar goods in England. Mr. Muir said the letter of the defendant 
showed an entire incapacity to realise his duty as a citizen of the 





Empire 

Mr. Hewart, K.C., M.P., for the defence, said that the Nestor 
Company was a neutral one, and the shareholders were all English. 
The Frankfurt factory was really a branch of that company. With 
regard to the second summons, the firm wished to obtain one sample 
tin from the German manufacturers in order that they could take 
it to English tin makers and give an order for a million tins like it. 

The Magistrate (Sir John Baddeley) imposed a penalty of £250, with 


10 guineas costs 





Mr. Edgar T. M. Dennes, 


We have to record the sudden death, from heart failure, on Thurs 
day, the 12th inst., of Mr. Edgar Thomas Martin Dennes, the senior 
partner in the firm of Dennes, Lamb, & Pearce Gould, of 22, Chancery- 
lane, W.C., and Southend. Mr. Dennes was at Whitby, where he was 
just finishing his holidays. He was educated at University College 
School, and matriculated at the London University. He served his 
articles with Mr. Arthur Digby, and was admitted in May, 1878. In 
the following June he commenced practice in partnership with the 
late Mr. Todd, and the firm became Todd, Dennes, & Lamb on Mr. 
Lamb joining. it in 1884. It was recently reconstituted under its 
present name. Mr. Dennes was an able and practical lawyer, and the 
esteem in which he was held, both in professional and private life, 
will cause his death to be generally regretted. 


Mr. Harold B. Welford. 


Mr. Harotp Bation Wetrorp, who died unexpectedly, after a few 
hours’ illness, on 24th July, aged thirty-eight, was admitted in 1899, 
having been articled to his uncle, Mr. G. L. Welford, of Manchester. 
In 1904 he came to London, and was at the time of his death with 
Messrs. Baileys, Shaw & Gillett, of 5, Berners-street, W. He had 
for many years taken an active part in the Poor Man's Lawyer move- 
ment. From time to time he acted ag literary adviser to Messrs. Butter- 
worth & Co., for whom he edited the third edition of ‘‘ Moore's 
Solicitor’s Practice,” which was practically a new work. He was also 
a contributor to the last edition of ‘‘ Stephen's Commentaries."’ He 
was the younger son of the Rev. J. Welford, of North Finchley, and 
brother of Mr. A. W. Baker Welford, barrister-at-la ¢. 
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Mr. William J. G. May. 


The sudden death is anounced of Mr. William J. G. May, which 
took place on 14th August last. For fifty years he was intimately 
connected with the work of the United Law Clerks’ Society ; before 
1874 as assistant to the late treasurer, Mr. John C. Worman, for thirty 
nine years as secretary and two years as advising secretary. His 
enthusiasm for the objects, need, and usefulness of the society. his 
ability and sterling qualities of character, added to his unfailing 
courtesy, endeared him to all who became associated with him. and 
greatly aided the development of the society and the extension of its 


work 


Mr. William G. Malone. 


Lieutenant-Colonel William G. Malone, Wellington Battalion. New 
Zealand Expeditionary Force, who was killed at the Dardanelles on 
8th August, was one of the most prominent officers of the Territorial 
Force of the Dominion, and of the old Volunteer Force before universal 
training was introduced Born in Lreland fifty-six years ago, he was 
educated in England and France, and went to New Zealand at the 
age of twenty-one. For two years he served in the Armed Constabulary, 
until all danger of further native risings was past, and then he settled 
down as a farmer, taking a leading part in local government. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1894 and a barrister in 1899, and when he retired 
from practice a year or two ago he was head of a well-known firm of 
barristers and solicitors in Taranaki. 


Mr. Arthur William Hadrill. 


Lieutenant A. W. Hadrill, 9th Lincolnshire Regiment, who has 
recently been killed, was the younger son of Mr. and Mrs. H. J 
Hadrill, of Northwood, Chislehursyv, Jorn in 1876 and educated at 
Rugby, he was admitted a solicitor in 1900 with first-class honours, 
winning the New Inn Prize. Later he was called to the Bar. After 
seven years’ work in India, during which he took a leading part in the 
famous Midnapur conspiracy trials, he seturned to England in 1913 
and became a partner in the firm of Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, and 
Quincey, 21, Cannon-street, E.C. On the outbreak of war he enlisted 
in the H.A.C.; after a few months he was gazetted to the 9th Lincolns 
and was promoted to lieutenant in March, 1915 


Mr. Norman Martin Bruce. 


Lieutenant Norman Martin Bruce, 6th Yorkshire Regiment, who has 
recently been killed, was born in 1890, and was educated at Winchester, 
where he carried off most of the chief prizes for swimming and diving, 
and at Christ Church, Oxford. In 1909, wheu Christ Church finished 
head of the river, he rowed bow in the Torpids and No. 3 in the 
College Eight. He rowed in the Oxford Trial Eights both in 1911 
and 1912, and won the University Scullsin 1911 and 1912. He also rowed 
in the Diamond Sculls at Henley in 1911 and 1912, and in the latter 
year was only beaten by E. W. Powell (the ultimate winner) in the 
semi-final. In 1911 he rowed in the Goblets (pairs) with the late C. A. 
Gladstone, and was again beaten in the semi-final. In 1912 he stroked 
the Christ Church Four to victory for the Visitors’ Challenge Cup. 
On leaving Oxford he read for the Bar, and was about to be called 
when war was declared. 


Mr. Ian Calcutt Findlay. 


Second Lieutenant Ian Calcutt Findlay, 3rd York and Lancaster 
Regiment, of Jesus College, Cambridge, who died of wounds in 
Flanders on 18th August, aged eighteen years, was the third son of 
the Hon. Sir John Findlay, K.C., New Zealand. He was educated at 
Wellington College, New Zealand, and Imperial Service College, 
Windsor, and obtained his commission in December, 1914, through the 
O.T.C., Cambridge. He had entered at the Inner Temple. 
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Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Joun Woopnovse and Punmire HEppDERWICK, solicitors (Stanley, 
Woodhouse, & Hedderwick), 18, Essex-street, Strand, London. July 
50. By the retirement of the said John Woodhouse. All debts due 
to and owing by the said late firm will be received and paid by the 
said Philip Hedderwick, who will continue the said business under 
the style or firm of Stanley, Woodhouse, & Hedderwick. 

[Gazette, Aug. 6. 

Rosert Lunn and Artuer Rosert Grisss, solicitors (Robert Lunn & 
Gibbs), 1, Sheep-street, Stratford-upon-Avon, in the county of War 
wick. July 24. [Gazette, Aug. 15. 


—_— 


General. 


At the London Sessions, on the 12th inst., Mr. A. H. Spokes, the 
acting Chairman, referred to the approaching retirement of Mr. William 
Hodgkinson, Deputy Clerk of the Peace for the last forty years at the 
sessions. It was with deep regret that they parted with him. He had 
given fifty years of his life to the service of the Court, and members 
of the Bar and the public generally were indebted to him for much 
valuable assistance. 

The Local Government Board have denied the report, to which 
reference was made in a statement last week (p. 696), which we took 
from the Z'imes, that they are contemplating the transfer of the 
registration of births, deaths, and marriages from the district regis 
trars to the town clerks. The opinion, says the 7'imes, is held in some 
quarters that sooner or later a change in this direction will be made. 
The unit of area for registration purposes is now the Poor Law 
union, and in most cases the superintendent registrar is the clerk to 
the guardians. It is no secret that the association of the registration 
system with the Poor Law system is distasteful to many district 
registrars, and that they would welcome its abolition. Such a change 
could be effected only by legislation. Should the transfer be made 
one result would be to assimilate the procedure of civil marriage in 
this country more closely to that in France, where marriages are 
celebrated by the mayor or his deputy at the town hall. 


Mr. C. H. Norman wrote recently to Sir John Simon, the Home 
Secretary,. asking for his view upon the legality of speaking in favour 
of stopping the war and in support of a demand upon the Government 
to state its terms of settlement. Sir John Simon replied as follows 
on 29th July :—‘* Your letter of 25th July does not raise any question 
on which I, as Home Secretary, am called upon to express an opinion, 
and the decision as to whether any action you contemplate is lawful 
does not rest with me. But there can be little doubt as to the general 
principles which have to be applied, and I have no objection to stating 
what they are. A British citizen who, in time of war, so acts as to 
encourage dissension in his own country incurs a most grave responsi 
bility, and if his action is such as is likely to lead to a breach of the 
peace, or to cause disaffection, or to prejudice recruiting, he un- 
doubtedly renders himself liable to legal proceedings; but so long as 
he does not break the law in this or other regards he is entitled to 
hold, and indeed to express, any views he pleases, being restrained by 
nothing but his own sense of responsibility. It is the duty of the 
police, so far as they can, to protect peaceful citizens in the peacefal 
exercise of their rights, but it may be necessary for them to interfere 
to stop any provocative proceedings, if this is the best way of main 
taining the peace.” 


Mr. Spencer Perceval Butler, aged eighty-seven, of Northmoor-road, 
Oxford, formerly of Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., who was called to the Bar 
in 1856, and was later secretary to the Royal Commission on Greenwich 
Hospital and the Durham University Commission, conveyancing counsel 
to the High Court of Justice in 1887, and subsequently to the Office of 
Works, retiring in 1912, second son of the late Dr. George Butler, Dean 
of Peterborough, and an elder brother of the Master of Trinity, left 
estate of gross value £11,715. 

The following is Mr. Redmond’s letter to the Roman Catholic Bishop 
of Limerick in reply to his invitation to press upon the Government 
the Pope’s proposals for peace, to which we referred ante, p. 689. Mr. 
Redmond says : “‘ I must respectfully say that to the best of my judg 
ment the course of action you suggest to me would not be calculated to 
promote the cause of peace, nor do I think that I would be justified in 
endeavouring to bring pressure to bear upon the Government to enter 
into any negotiations for peace at a time when the German Powers, 
who have been the aggressors in this war, show no sign of any dis- 
position to repair the wrongs they have inflicted upon Belgium and our 
other Allies.” 

The Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic) have appointed Mr. 
J. C. G. Sykes, C.B., to be secretary to the board. Mr. Sykes, who 
is forty-six, was at Winchester and New College, Oxford, obtaining @ 
first in Lit. Hum. He entered the Education Department, in which his 
father had also served, in 1893, and rose to be assistant secretary. For 
the last eight years he has been a member of the governing body of 
the Imperial College of Science and Technology. He is the joint editor 
of a work on the law of public education in England and Wales, 
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The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
“ Oxford " Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes”’ and 


other exhibitions, —- of which may be obtained free from the | 


sole inventors an ufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, ate quite ‘differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The “ Oxford” " is ye P genuine when connected with the 
name of Wat1am Baker & Co.—(Advt.) 








The Property Mart 


Forthcoming Auctior Sale. 


September 14.—Messrs. WALTON & Ler, at the Estate Sale Room, 20, Hanover-squate 
W. : Leasehold Jacobean Residence (see advertisement, back page, this week). 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 13. 

ConwaY JENKINS, Ltp. (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 4, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Harold John de Courcy Moore, 2, Gresham bidgs, E.C., liquidator. 

CORPORATION OF WESTERN EorPpt, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 20, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Harry Meredith, 208, Gresham house, Old Broad st, E.C., liquidator. 

Instow 8TEAMSHIY Co, —~ y —Creditors are required, on or before Sept 24, to send their 
names and addresses, an d the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard Leyshon, 
108 & 109, Bute st, Cardiff, liquidator. 

ay INDIA RUBBER WORKS Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept. 

te send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
itr. “‘ilvert Edgar Perkins,, 36, Baldwin st, Bristol, liquidator. 

Lewis MORRIS, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). — Creditors are required, on or 
before Sept 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Maurice Jenks, 6, Old Jewry, E C., liquidator. 

NAWANAGAR PEARL FISHERIES, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James George Andrew, Bush Lane House, Cannon st, E.C., liquidator. 

OM-NvuT DEVELOPMENT AND TRADING Co, LTD, —Creditors are required, on 

Aug 27, to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts 
or clai to 'B. W. M. Whitehill, 61, Broad Street av, liquidator. 

onwnan Jomngry Co, Lrp. (In) VoLUNTARY —— —Creditors are uired, 


on or before Aug 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their | 


debts or claims, to George James Toy, 17, South st, liquidato a 
PeULTONS AND TIMMIs, LTD,—Creditors are required 


Eades, 53, Victoria st, Westminster, liquidator. 


SooTTisH HOME INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before | 
Sept 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims | 


to Edward Charies Brown, 28, Budge row, Cannun st, E.C., liquidator. 

SYDNEY LESLIE, — ee are required, on or before Sept 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy H. Henshaw, 15, 
Long row, Hettinghan, liquidator. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug 17. 

“ CHASEHILL " STEAMSHIP Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept. 20, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to F. R. 
M. de Paula, F.C.A., 17, Coleman st, E. C., liquidator, 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug 13. 

“ Inatow ’ a Co, Ltd. 

Lewis Morris, Lt 

Napier Motors, Lia. 

St. Helens Manufacturing Co, Ltd. 
Corporation of Western Egypt, Ltd. 
Seottish Home Industries Association, Ltd. 


Gazette,—TUESDAY, Aug 17. 
Quentin sy Nursing Association, Ltd, 


tong oS Ltd. 
Tayivr'e Garage, Ltd. 
r z Pu yey 


Ltd. 
Queensland i on — Ltd. 
Anning Steam 
Portsmouth Arte Jub oe. ~) td. 


British Art Asgociation Ltd. 


Warwick Stopes, Ltd. John Baker, L 
“ Chasehill " Steamship Co, Ltd. Baxter, Whi pand Co, Ltd. 
— Cliffs and District Land Co, Ltd, City Frame Led. 

8. and C. F. be ces Ltd. 





= 


on or before Sept 4, to send | 
their names and addresses, and the jculars of their debts or claims, to Joshua | 


| 
| 


| Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


LAST DAY oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 13. 


AKERS, Joseru, Thirsk, Yorks Aug 31 Edmundson & Gowland, ee 

AUDUS, ELIZABETH, Caton, or Lancaster Aug 3l Clark & Gardner, Lancaster 

BARPORD, JOHN SHELDON, Stonesfield, Oxford Sept ll Higgs, Woodstuck, Oxon 

Bassnett, Josern, pholland, Lancs Aug $l B.riow & Co, Wigan 

BRITH, ALEXANDER, Manchester, Merchant Sept 30 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 

| Buur, His Highness the Maharaja Ras RAJENDRA NARAYAN, Calcutta Sept if Mills, 

New sq 

BOURNE JAMES, Wilmslow, Chester Sept 24 Hilditch, Manchester 

BRAY, HARRIET, Lostwithiel, Cornwall Sept29 W & R Pease, Lostwithiel, Cornwall 

BRINE, Rev JAMES EDWARD BOUVERIE, Drayton St Leonard, Oxford Sept 20 Tylee & 
Co, Essex st 

CHILD, MARY OCEANA, Waterlow ct, Hampstead Garden Suburb Sept 14 Holt, (iray's 
inn sq 

CopNER, THOMAS, Teignmouth Sept18 Chapman, Moorgate Station chmbrs 

CooKE- Y ARBOROUGH, GBORGE BRYAN, Campsmount, nr Doncaster Septvd Frere & Co, 
Lincoln's inn flelds 

Cox, PHese Mary Geopwin, Harrogate Sept6 Buller & Cross, Birmingham 

Cross, MARGARRT, Kirkham, Lancs Aug 28 Gaulter, Kirkham 

DAL&, JANE, Harrogate Septi Cousins & Fletcher, Leeds 

DowN, CHARLES JAMES, Wimborne, Dorset Sept 4 Gard & Co, Gresham bidgs, Basing- 
hall st 

ELLERBECK, JosErH, Fairhavin, Lytham, Lancs Sept il Watson & Chell, Bury 

EVANS, CHARLES, Birminguam Sept é Huggins, Birmingham 

FIELD, Joun, Wombwell, Yorks Aug3l White & Co, Barnsley 

FoOARD, ISABELL Louisa, Birkdale, Lanca Sept 30 Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl 

Fex, FRANCIS FREDERICK, Yate, Gloucester, JP Sept 30 Danger & Cartwright 


Bristol 
Hart, WILLIAM Goopson, Baltonsborough, Glastonbury Oct 11 Dennes, South 
Molton at 
HATFIELD, Roy BERRIMAN, Piccadilly Sept17 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn flelds 
HEBDEN, CHARLES, Sawley, nr Ripon, Yorks, Farmer Sept 25 Hutchinson, Ripon 


Horsey, JAMES JOHN, Knowsley, Lancs Sept 29 Gibbons & Co, Liverpool 

KNEATS, PHILIP, Swansea Septi5 Price, Swansea 

Leckie, Joun HARVEY, Malmesbury, Wilts Sept13 Deacon & Co, Great St Helen's 
Legps, WILLIAM, Hornton, Oxford Sept 13 Fairfax & Barfield, Banbury 

LIMOND, PERCY, Sheerness, Assistant Engineer, RNK Sept30 Mossop & Syms, Lincoln's 


inn flelds 

} LocKEeTtT, WILLIAM JEFFERY, Gra wendale, Liverpcol, Merchant Sept 28 Evans & Co, 
Liverpool 

| MEARNS, ANDREW NORRIS, Hutton, Eesex, Insurance Broker Sept 26 Pullon, Blooms- 


bury « 

| MORRIS, Epwarp, St Martins, Salop, Carter Sept 1 Thomas, Ellesmere, Salop 

Morson, SARAH ANN, Fulwell, nr Sunderland sept 20 Marshall, Sunderland 

MULLER, Dr Hvuao, Park oj East, Regent's Park Sept l Soames & Co, Lennox House, 
Norfolk st 

NAYLOR, GkorGe Doppy, West Didsbury, Manchester Aug3l Blackburn & Walker, 
Manchester 

| OULTON, ELIZABETH ANN, Southport Aug 30 Brown & Co, Southport 

| PrRipg, THomMas, Walford Heath, or Shrewsbury, Labourer Sept 1 Thomas, Ellesmere, 

j Salop 

REEVES, Witttam, Nether Alderley, Chester, Farmer Sept 1 Thomas, Ellesmere, 
Salop 

| ROBERTS, Sssace, L igh, Lancs Sept 10 Widdows & Son, Leigh 

| ROBERTS, CHARLES, Ellesmere, Salop, Printer Sept 1 Thomas, Ellesmere 

ROBERTS, WILLIAM POLLARD, Uxbridge Sept 14 Debenham, Cheapside 

ROGERS, FREDERICK ROBERT, Newmarket, Cabinet Maker Aug 31 Kendall & Sons, 
Newmarket 

SHAKERLEY, Capt Eric Piers, Fulbam rd, Chelsea Sept 27 Jones & Co, Laurence 
Pountney hill 

SHaW, GeorGs, Huddersfield Aug 31 Trewavas, Bradford 

SHIPLEY, WILLIAM WALLACE, Liverpool, Metal Merchants’ Manager Septi6 Reinhardt 


Birkenhead 
SMITH, WILFRED MARSHALL GUTHRIE, Gerrards Cross, Bucks Septis Foyer & Co, 
| Easex st 
SOFIANO, CONSTANTINE MICHAEL, Burleigh mans, Charing Cross rd Sept 10 Palmer, 
Ow aq 


SWEETLOVE, MARY ANN, Pokesd wn, Hournemouth Sept 10 Wilimot, Boscombe 

TOWNSSON, EpwARD WILLIAM, Withington, Manchester Aug 31 Blackburn & Walker 
Manchester 

ULRIC VON STRALENDORFF, CHARLES AUGUSTUS JOHN FREDERICK, Southport Sept 30 
Milne & Co, Manchester 

WALLEY. Groroe, Willaston, nr Nantwich Aus 23 Speakman & Hill, Crewe 

Wess, Joun, Sheffield, Licensed Victuall:r Sept 14 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Wharton, THOMAS, Carlisle, Fish Merchwnt Aug Sibson & Davidson, Varlisle 

WILLISON, FLORENOR ANN, Earlswool, Warwick ‘Ge ‘ot 80 Baker & Co, Birmingh wm 





THE LI LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, 2.C. 
ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPHCIALISTS IN ALL 


LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable Clauses for iasertion in Leases or Mortgages 
application. 


of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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Bankruptcy Notices, 


London Gazette. ~FRIDAY, Aug 6. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ANDREWS, JONATHAN, Winsford, Cheshire, Corn Merchant 
Nantwich Pet Aug4 Ord Aug4 

ARNOLD, JAMES,'North Ormesby, Middlesbrough, Hatter 
Middiesbrough Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

CAVE, WILLIAM Henry, Sheffield, 
Pet Ju'y8 Ord July 22 

Cove, WILLIAM, Brixham, 
Aug4 Ord Angl4 

Cowtx, Tom TurnER, Wo'verhampton, 
hampton Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Dixon, James JoHN, Reepham, 
Norwich Pet Aug 4 Ord Aug 4 

FREEMAN, Henpert James, Gre t Yarmouth, Boarding 
house Keeper Great Yarmouth Pet July 31 Ord 
July 31 

Lyons, H 
C urt 

MINGO, 
Truro 


Soliclior Sheffield 


Devon, Baker Piymouth Pet 


Draper Wolver- 


Nerfolk, Engineer 


Government Contractor High 

Ord Aug 4 

Pomenoy, St 

Pet July 30 Ord Jaly 30 

NEwsove, ARTHUR, Sowerby Bridge, 
Halifax Pet July 3i Ord ee 8 

NOBLE, GEORGE WILLIAM, Putton, Be 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

PaRpo®, Epwin Jony, Brockley, Kent, 
Greenwich Pet Jaly 31 Ord July $1 

RICHARDS, JOHN CA! BB, Lianvoir, Discoed, Mon, 
Newport, Mon Pet Jalyi6 Ord Jaly 

SMITH, CHRISTOPHER, Rotherham, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Aug’ Ord Aug3 

SMITHSON, Henry, Gomersal, Yorks, 
Merchant Dewsbury Pet July 30 

SNOWDON, JOHN, Sheffield, Beot Kepairer 
Aug3 (rd Aug 3 

SWALLOW, WILLIAM JAMES, Great Grimaby, Fish Curer 
Great Grimsby Pet Aug 4 Ord Augi 

TILLEY, EMILY Forp, Wimborne, Dorset Poole Pet 
July 27) «rd Aug 4 

WHITEHEAD, THOMAS, Oldham, Blowing Room Fitter 
Oldham Pet July 30 Ord J ly 30 

WILLIAMS JonuN JAMES, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Col ier 
aff Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

YARKER, PuILirp Hesry, York, 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 


Museum ast, 
Pet July 7 
EMMA JANK 


Austell, Cornwa'l 


Yerks, Grocer 


ds, Tailor Bedford 
Ironmonger 


Builder 


Shoddy Manure 
Ord Jaly 308 


Sheffield Pet 


Car- 


Warehouseman York 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARONSON, ADOLPRUS, Warrington 
Mantle Manufacturer Aug 13 
bidgs, Carey st 

Baca, Emit HARgRy, Gresham rd, Brixton, Va iety Artiste 
Augi8atil Bankruptcy bidg+, Carey st 

CHESSEMAN, Henny, Luddesdown, Kent, 
Aug 13at3 9, King st, Maidstone 

Curzon, The Hon ASSHETON NATHANIEL, 
Masho a'and, Rhodesia Aug 18 at 11.30 
bidgs, Carey st 

EDWARDS ADELINS Beatrice, Aberbargoed, Mon Aug 13 
atll Off Reo, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

GRAHAM, Ropert Eanest, Thornton Hea h, Su rey, 
Baker Augi7at1i30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GUETRIP, FRED Epwarp, Richmond, Su rey, Grocer Aug 
17 »t 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Haut, Jous THomwas, Coveatry, Printer 
Of Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

HINCHLIFFE, FREDERICK JAMES, Footecray, Kent Aug 18 
atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HOLLAND, WILLIAM, Beddome st, Walworth, Timber Mer 
chant Augiléatil ankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MUNTLEY, EVELYN KINGSLEY, Jermyn ot Aug 17 at 11 
Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Jonnaox, J G, Morpeth mans, London 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Jongs, WILLIAM Owen, Chancery In, Solicitor 
bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lrons, H, Museum st, Government Contractor 
atll Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Minoo, Emma JANE PomeEney, St Aus ell, 
Aug l7at 12 Off Rec, 12, Prinees st, Truro 

NEWSOME, ARTHUR, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Grocer 
Aug 14 at 11 County Court House, Prescott st, 
Halifax 

Parpor, Epwin Joun, 


Maida Hill 
Bankruptcy 


eres, 
at il 


Farm Bailiff 


Salisbu y, 
Bankruptcy’ 


Aug 16 at 12.30 


Aug l7 atl Bank- 


Aug léatl 
Aug 19 


Cornwall 


Brockley, Kent, Ironmonger 
Aug lé6at 11 182, York rd, Westmiuster Bridge ru 

Parsons, CHARLES O'ConNOoR, Totley Brook rd, nor 
Sheffie d, Medica! Practitioner Aug 18 at3 Off Ree, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

Resertsos, Jonn, Sunderlsad, Confectioner Aug 16 a 2.30 
Off Rec, 3, Manor pi, Sunderland 

RUSSELL, ARTHUR Bernanv, Kilburn priory, Actor 
18 ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SILVERMAN, DaAvip, Edgeley, Stockp rt, Travelling Draper 
Aug i3 atll Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernen st, 
Stockport 

Smirnson, Henry, Gomersal, 
Merchant Aug 13 at ll 
Corporation st, bewsbury 

THOMAS, RICHARD, Llanrwst, 
Aug 13 at2 The Sagles Hote’, Liaurwat 

WHITEHE:D, Tuomas, Oldham, Blowing Room 
Aug 17 at 11.30 Off Reo, Greaves st, Oldham 

WILLiaMs, JouNn, Trefriw, ‘arnarvonshire, 
Aug 13 at 1.80 The Eagles Hetel, Lianrw-t 

WILLIAMS, JoHN JAMES, Ogmore Vale, Glam, 
Aug 16 at3 Off Rec, 117, 6t Mary st, Cardiff 

YARKER, PuILir Henry, York, Warehouseman Aug 17 
at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pi, York 


Aug 


Yorks, 
Of Ree, 


Shoddy Maaoure 
Basak chmbra, 


Denbigh, Iron |Foander 
F .tter 


Labourer 


Colller 





ADJU DICATIONS; 


ANDeRWs, JONATHAN, Winsford, Cheshire, Co n Merchant 
Nantwich Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

ARNOLD Jags, North Or vesby, Middlesbrough, Matter 
Middlesbrough Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

BALDEN, SAMUBL DINSDALE, Edgbaston, Birmiegham, 
Solictor Birmingham Pet June 7 Ord July 30 

Cove, WILttaM, Brixham, Devon, Baker Plymouth Pet 
Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Cowin, Tem Turner, Wolverhampton, Draper 
hampton Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Dixon, James Jonny, Reepham, Norfolk, Bogineer 
wich Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

FReemMay, Hensert Jaue+, Great Yarmouth, 
house Keeper Great Yarmouth Pet July 31 
July 31 

HOLLAND, WILLIAM, Beldome st, 
Merchant High Court Pet July 30 

LANDAU, SYDNEY ALEXANDER, Davies st, Berkeley sq, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord July 31 

Mixao, EMMA JANE Pomeroy, St Austell, Cornwall Truro 
Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Newsome, ARTHUR, Sowerby Bridge, 
Hal fax PetJuly 31 Ord July 31 

NOBILR, RAPFARLE, and Luisa Nopi.e, Pursera Cross 
rd, Parsons Green, Army Cat rers High Court Pet 
Jaly 12 Ord July 31 

Nosie, Groner WILLIAM, Potion, 
Pet Juy 31 Ord July 31 

Parpor, Epwis Joun, Breckley, Kent, 
Greenwich Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Prive, CHARLES, and Epwarp Prime, Grevt Yarmouth, 
Butcheis Great Yarmouth Pet July 8 Ord July 29 

RICHARDS, JouN CALEB, Lianvair Diseoed, Mon, Builder 
Newport,Mon PetJulyi6 Ord July 30 

Situ, CHRisToruER, Rotherham, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Aug 3 Ord Aug 3 

SMITHSON, Henay, Gowersa!l, Yorks, Shoddy Manure 
Merchant Dewsbury Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

SNowpon, Joun, Sheffield, Boot Repairer Sheffield Pet 
Aug3 Ord Auy 3 

SWALLOW, WILLIAM JAMES, 
Great Grimsby Pet Aug 4 Ord Aug4 

WHITEHEAD, THomas, Oldham. Blewing Reom Fitter 
Oldham Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Wittrams, Joun James, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Collier 
ardiff Pet July 31 Ord Jaly 31 

Wrartt, Joun Jacop RIcHarD, Croydon, Butcher Creydon 
Pet July 7 Ord July 30 

VARKER, PHILIP Henry, York, 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 


Wolver- 
Nor- 


Roar ding- 
Ord 


Walworth, Tinber 
Ord July 31 


Yorks, Grocer 


Beds, Tailor Bedford 


Ironmonger 


Great Grimsby, Fish Curer 


Warehouseman York 


Amended notice substituted for that publishe: din 
the London Gazette of M y7: 


DEAN, CLEMENCE MARION, Southwark bridge High Court 
Pet Maril Ori May 3 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Aug 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BowDLeR, THOMAS, Bridgtown, Cannock, Staffs, 
Walsall PetAug6 Ord Aug 6 

CLARK, Henry, Aberavon, Glam, Colliery Repairer Neath 
Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 7 

Cox, EDWARD WILLIAM, Reading Reading Pet Aug 7 
Ord Aug 7 

DAVIS, ARTHUR, Naveaton, Confectioner Coventry Pet 
Aug5 Ord Adg 

Drake, JouN, Denton, nr Manchester, Music Instrament 
Dealer Manche ter Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 

GLATT, HexRy, Bloomsbury st, Draper High Court Pet 
Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

GRAY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Photo- 
grapher Leeds Pet Augé Ord Aug 6 

Hastix, Frank Jawes, Alnwick, Innkeeper 
upon Tyne PetAug 5 Ord Aug 5 

Jackson, Joun WILLIAM, Barrow in Furn-ss, 
Barrow in Furness Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 

Kay, WiLttaM Henry, Burnley, Co poration Register 
Clerk Burnley Pet AugS Ord Aug 5 

LAMB, ARCHIBALD WALTER, Albrighton, Salop, Surgeon 
Shrewsbury Pet Aug 7 Ord Aug 7 

NEVILLE, EpirH Haddenham, Ely, Cambs Cambridge 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

PARKER, Henry, Crewton, Derby, Clothier Nottingham 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

Rosto.ir, Freperico, Lewin rd, 
Commercial Agent High Court 
Aug 5 

SARGANT, HENRY, HERBERT SARGANT, and MARK SarR- 
GANT, Redhill, Surrey, Carmen and Contractors Croy- 
don Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

SHARPE and Hovess, Hitch»m, Bucks, Garage Proprietors 
Windsor Pet July 22 Ord Aug 7 

SPENCER, WILLIAM HENRY, Beeston, Notts, Lace Manufa>- 
turer Nottingham Pet July 21 Ord Aug 5 

TuornTon, Joseru, Norristhorpe, Liversedge, Yorks 
Paper Merchant Dewsbury Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 7 

TOTTENHAM. BERESFORD Lortvs, Regent = | ees 
Agent High Court PetJune 16 Ord A 

Tuprer, WILLIAM THOMAS, Brighton, io Vic tualler 
Brighton Pet Aug5 ord Aug 5 

VAUGHAN, JAMES, New Invention, pr Wolverhampton 
Tram Conductor Wolverhampton Pet Aug 6 Ord 
Aug 6 

WALL, CHARLES ALFRED, Worcester, Baker 
Pet Aug4 Ord Aug4 


Carter 


Newcastle 


Tailor 


Streatham, Argentine 
Pet July 6 Ord 


Worcester 





FIRST MEETINGS, 


ANDREWS, JoNATHAS, Winsford, Chester, Corn Merchan* 

Aug 19 at 12.3) Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffo:d 
ire 

ARNOLD, JAMES, North Ormesby, oe Ly 

fs 17 at 12.30 Of Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd 
ddlesbroagh 

quan, VannY, Burslem Aug 19 at 12 Off Rec, 
King st, Newcastle, Staffordshire 

BowbDLeR, THOMAS, Bridgtown, Cannock, Staffs, Carter 
Aug 2 ati2 Off Rec, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

Cave. WILLIAM Henry, Solicitor Aug 17 at12 Off Rec, 
Vigtree In, Sheffield 

CLIFPE, FREDERICK JAME#, Talke, Stoke on Trent Ang 18 
atl2 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffordshire 

Cow1n, Tom TORNER, Wolverhampton, Draper Aug 18 at 
12 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

Craac, Epwarp, Hornchurch, Essex Nov 2at 11.30 14, 
Bedford row 

DAVIS, ARTHUR, Nuneaton, Confectioner Aug 18 at 12 
Off Ree, 8, High st, «oventry 

GuLaTT, HENRY, Bloomsbury st, 
Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

HAMILTON, B. & CO, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturers 
Aug 18 at 11 Off Ree, 4, Castle pi, Park st, Notting 
ham 

HastTig FRANK James, Alowick, Innkeeper Aug 22 at 
1l Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upoa Tyne 

INGLEFIELD, ARTHUR AUGUSTUS HAMLET, Goodrich, Here- 
ford Aug 2 at2.30 2, Offast, Hereford 

LAMB, ARCHIBALD WALTER, Albrighton, Salop, Surgeon 
Aug Zl atl2 Off Ree, 22, Swanhill, Shrewsoury 

Nos.e, GEORGE WILLIAM, Potton, Beds, Tailor Aug 17 at 
12 Messrs Haliiley & Morrison, Mili st, Bedford 

RICHARDS, JOHN CALEB, Lianvair Discoed, Men, Builder 
Aug 18 at1ll Off Res, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 

RoBIOLIO, FEDERICO, Lewin rd, Streatham, Argentine 
Commercial Agent Aug 18 at 11 Busnkruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

SMITH, CHRISTOPHER, Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer Aug 17 
at11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

SWALLOW, WILLIAM JAMES, Great Grimsby, Fi h Cur.r 
Aug 17 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's cimbrs, Great 
Grimsby 

TILLEY, EMILY Ford, Wimborne, Dorset 
Peter's tall, Hinton rd, Bournemeuth 

TOTTENHAM, BERESFORD Lortus, Regent st, Financial 
Agent Augi8ati Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st 

Torrer, WILLIAM THOMAS, Brighton, Licensed Victa ller 
Aug 18 at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Mariborough pi, 
Brighton 

VAUGHAN, JAMES, New Invention, nr Wolverhampton, 
Tram Conductor Aug 18 at 11.30 Off Reo. 30, Lich- 
field st, Wolverhampton 

WALL, CHARLES ALFRED, Worcester, Baker Aug 18 at il 
Off Rec,11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 


Draper Aug 19 at 1 


Aug 18 at4 St 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BowDLER, THOMAS, Bridgtown, Chanock, Staffs, Carter 
Walsall Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 

CLARK, HENRY, Aberavon, Glam, sLoullery Repairer Neath 
Pet Aug 7 Ord Aug7 

Cox, EDWARD WILLIAM, Reading Reading Pet Aug7 
Ord Aug7 

Crago, EpwarbD, Hornchurch, Essex Pet 
June 10 Ord Aug 5 

DAVIS, ARTHUR, Nuneaton, Warwick, Confectioner 
entry Pet Aug 56 Ord Aug 5 

D'EpInolx, CHARLES DES SALLES, Basil st High Court 
Pet Junel7 Ord Aug 4 

DimMoOcK. WILLIAM, Luton, Beds, Material Merchants 
Manager Luton Pet Mar5 Or: Aug5 

DRAKE, JOHN,Denton, nr Manchester Musical In trument 
Dealer Manchester Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

FLASHMAN, EpGAR NewpEery, New Southgate. Middix 
Tram Conductor Barnet Pet July 26 Ord Augé 

GLATT, HENRY, Bloomsbury st, Draper HighCourt Pet 
Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 

GRAY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Horsforth, or Leeds, Photo- 
grapher Leeds Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 

HASTIE, FRANK JAMES, Alnwick, Innkeeper Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 5 

Jackson, JOHN WILLIAM, Barrow in Farness, 
Barrow in Furness Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

Kay, WILLIAM HENRY, Burnley, Corporation Register 
Clerk Burnley Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 5 

LEWTHWAITE, Leonora, Norwich Norwich Pet May 7 

5 


Chelmsford 


Cov- 


Tailor 


ord Aug 
MILLER, WILLIAM ROBERT, ye Kent, Florist 


Rochester Pet July1 Ord Aug 

PARKER, Henry, Crewton, Derby, Siethier 
Pet "Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 

PARSONS, CHARLES O'CONNOR, Totley Brook rd, nr Sh: ffield 
— Practitioner Sheffield Pet June 18 Ord 
Aug 

RHODES, » seus H., Blackheath, yoy | General Draper 
Greenwich Pet June 23 Ord A Aug 

Repery, Henry, K ng Zaward rd, , Furniture 
Dealer High Court Pet Mar 26 Ord Aug5 

oaeeee, JoskrH, Norristhorpe, Liversedge, Yorks, 

Merchant Dewsbury PetAug7 Ord Aug? 

Tur, EMILY ForD, Wimborne, Dorset Poole Pet July 
27 Ord Aug 6 

Tupper, WILLIAM THOMAS, -y~7} Licensed Victualler 
Brighton PetAug5 Ord Aug5 

VAUGHAN, JAMES, New Inveotin, nr Wolverhampton, 
Tram Cond..ctor Wolve hampton Yet Aug 5 Ord 


Nottingham 


Aug 6 

WALL. CHARLES ALFRED, Worcester, Baker Worcester 
Pet Aug 4 (rd Aug 4 

WARSEYECK, HERMANN, Francis st, Tottenham Court rd 


High Court Pet May 13 Ord Aug 5 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 


WHITTAKER, CHARLES TULLETT, St. Leonards, Sussex 
Hastings Adjud April 8,19156 Annu] Aug 4, 1915 














